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I. Issue – Textbooks and Classroom Technology 
Since 2005, the QBE funding formula has consistently generated between $42 and $45 million (prior to 

austerity) for textbooks as part of direct instructional operations costs. The per-full-time equivalent 

(FTE) amount has never been adjusted for inflation in textbook prices, leaving local systems paying for 

the majority of textbook costs. 

 

The QBE formula does not include any funding for classroom technology, although from FY 1994 to FY 

2002 the state did devote some lottery funds to various educational technology initiatives. However, 

since the formula’s creation in the mid-1980s, technology has become an essential instructional tool in 

most classrooms. It is now standard for many teachers to enrich or even center their lesson plans on 

digital content and interaction. 

 

As digital methods of delivering instructional content become more common, the distinction between 

the traditional categories of textbooks and classroom technology is becoming increasingly artificial. A 

modernized funding formula that attempts to capture essential classroom costs will align with 

alternative delivery styles. 

II. Executive Summary 
By unanimous vote at its September 19, 2012 meeting, the State Education Finance Study Commission 

approved recommendations to phase in technology funding at $31.73 per FTE through redirecting 

existing funds for Central Administration Operations over three years, and through adding new funds in 

FY 2015 and FY 2016. The Commission recommends putting this funding into a new category to be called 

Instructional Materials, into which current funding for textbooks will also be placed. The Commission 

also recommends extending PeachNet or another system to K-12 public schools to expand bandwidth, 

and creating a capital outlay grant for technology infrastructure to be funded at $20 million over a 

three-year period. 

III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
In the formula, each full-time equivalent (FTE) student generates a set dollar amount for textbooks as 

part of total direct instructional operations funding. The per-FTE amount varies by category, with 

students in higher grades generating more than those in lower grades, reflecting the higher prices of 

upper-level textbooks. The total statewide average per student is about $27 prior to austerity and has 

been so for more than a decade, as earnings have not been adjusted for inflation since that time.  

 

The formula assumes a 7-year replacement rate. At current prices, the state is funding between 2.5 and 

3.5 textbooks per student every seven years, depending on grade level. In some subjects, changing 

information or instructional standards may cause textbooks to become outdated in less than 7 years, 

when normal wear and tear would make them difficult to keep in use. Some districts may even be using 

their own funds to shorten the standard replacement time for textbooks. Some other states have 5-year 

or 6-year replacement terms, and major publishers tend to license online digital textbooks in 6-year 

terms. 
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As noted, since FY 2005, the QBE formula has generated from $42 million to $45 million for textbooks 

annually (prior to austerity) and contains no funding for classroom technology. However, over the same 

period, local systems have spent a yearly average of $114.7 million for textbooks and $126.3 million for 

technology, for a total of $241 million. This means the state formula is covering 38% of textbook costs 

and 18% of total instructional materials costs. The chart below shows these amounts adjusted for 

inflation using the Consumer Price Index. 

 
 

The state currently does not fund technology, but local systems spent $154 million and $145 million on 

instructional technology in 2009 and 2010, respectively. Technology expenses may include computer 

purchase or rental, student laptops or tablets, software, repair and maintenance, and other devices such 

as Smart Boards, document cameras, and other projection devices. Expenses may also include 

instructional technology specialists to aid teachers in getting the most out of technology aids. The 

principal benefit of well-used technology seems to be increased student engagement, and proponents 

of greater usage say that technology only extends the capabilities of good teachers. 

 

The state formula also generates about $32 million for equipment replacement and about $68 million 

for consumable classroom materials annually, some of which is possibly used for classroom technology 

expenses as well; however, total district spending in those two areas already outpaces QBE earnings. 

Also, the formula contains about $65 million for technology specialists at the ratio of 1:1,100 FTEs. 

Bandwidth for accessing online materials, electronic assessments, and the State Longitudinal Data 

System is provided at a base level of 3 megabytes per second at each school. This is funded with $3 

million in state funds, matched by federal funds through the E-rate program. Because of expanded use 
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of bandwidth, however, the state-provided bandwidth may no longer be sufficient, as many systems are 

spending their own funds (with E-rate match) to double or triple their bandwidth. 

IV. Other States 
Some states, such as Colorado and North Dakota, do not provide any funding for textbooks and consider 

them a local expense, particularly if local systems choose the instructional material. In Illinois, where a 

small state textbook subsidy was eliminated in FY 2010, most districts require parents to buy or rent 

textbooks (districts may offset costs for low-income parents).  

In some states, including Utah and Michigan, per-student foundational funding is given as an 

unrestricted lump sum, with no differentiation for textbooks or technology. In these states, a portion of 

all costs including instructional materials may be paid for by districts with state funds. In Utah, per-

student spending on textbooks, library books, and audio-visuals is about $57 per student and the state 

picks up about 55% of total education costs, making state spending on textbooks about $31 per student. 

Oklahoma provides a set amount per student of $55, subject to appropriations. 

A few states have dedicated all or a portion of other funds, such as lottery funds, to the purchase of 

textbooks. Missouri formerly dedicated revenues from a tax on “foreign” insurance to textbooks but has 

since shifted to using gaming funds, as the earlier dedicated funding did not cover the cost. In 2005, that 

state spent about $85 per student on textbooks. In states where specific fund sources were dedicated to 

textbooks, these expenditure controls have often been lifted to help local systems manage cuts. 

Arizona allows instructional materials to count as a “soft capital” cost, and local districts can pass a 

secondary property tax to help fund textbooks and/or technology. This does tend to favor wealthier 

districts with more revenue-raising capacity. 

States vary in textbook funding; in the low range they tend to spend between $15 and $30 per student. 

States in the high range tend to spend from $65 to $85 per student. Some states, such as North Carolina, 

have significantly cut textbook funding in order to budget for declining revenue. 

Some states have combined textbook and classroom technology funding into a single instructional 

materials allotment, including Arizona and Texas. The Texas allotment pays around $82 per student and 

the Arizona allotment, if fully funded, would pay about $220 per student but currently pays about $25. 

Classroom technology is rarely a separate line item, although a number of states such as Texas have 

appropriated funds as categorical grants for student information systems and internet access. 

Some states, despite the recent budget cuts, are choosing to emphasize digital content delivery through 

policy, funding, or both. For example, Florida passed a law requiring that districts use at least 50% of 

their state instructional materials allocation on digital or electronic content by the 2015-2016 school 

year. In several states, individual districts are experimenting with moving some subjects or grade levels 

to all-digital content. One North Carolina district moved to one-student-one-laptop with no new funding 

and showed marked score improvements. In California, where several districts moved to tablet 

computers with curriculum applications, initial reports from formative assessments show significant 
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score gains compared to non-digital classrooms. Idaho is also planning a statewide phase-in of one 

laptop or digital device for every high school student and has shifted funding from textbooks to 

technology in order to accomplish this. Maine has had a one-to-one laptop program for all 7th and 8th 

graders, and about half of high-school students, for the past ten years. Other states are experimenting 

with bring-your-own-technology initiatives. 

V. Alternatives for Consideration  
 

 Keep funding for textbooks at current levels and provide no funding for technology (status quo). 

 

 Update funding for textbooks based on current prices and reduce length of replacement cycle. 

 

 Combine textbooks and classroom technology into a single category for spending and determine 

appropriate cost. 

 

 Account for both textbook and classroom technology costs in a funding formula that would pay 

per-student funds as an unrestricted lump sum. 

 

 Allow local systems to fund textbooks and classroom technology as “soft” capital costs using 

SPLOST revenues. 

 

 Adopt textbooks and instructional material statewide to get better leverage to negotiate with 

textbook vendors.  

 

 Provide additional non-financial resources, such as curriculum materials developed through the 

Georgia Virtual School. 

 

 Alone or in combination with other options, provide additional funding to incentivize digital 

content initiatives, either through a formula weight, categorical grant, or state match.  

 

VI. Final Commission Recommendation  

The Commission recommends that a new category called Instructional Materials be created within QBE 

under Direct Instruction, and that existing earnings for textbooks (currently to be found in Direct 

Instruction – Operation) be moved to this category. This would reflect the fact that modernized content 

delivery can now be both hard-copy and electronic, and that computers or other electronic devices may 

be used for instruction as well as traditional textbooks. 

 

The Commission recommends that funding be added to the Instructional Materials category to cover the 

cost of classroom technology, up to the level of $52 million, or $31.73 per student, whichever is greater. 

This would be on top of the re-categorized textbook funding. The Commission recommends that current 

earnings of $15.39 per student for Central Administration Operations be redirected to technology over 
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three years, and additional funds be added in FY 2015 and FY 2016 to reach the $31.73 per student 

level. 

  

The Commission recommends that the Department of Education (DOE) continue working with the 

University System of Georgia to finalize a plan for extending the PeachNet communications network to 

K-12 public schools (or other more cost-effective system). With PeachNet utilized at less than full 

capacity, extending access will make good use of existing state resources while expanding schools’ 

bandwidth and allowing them to optimize classroom technology. The state should also continue to 

leverage federal E-rate funds to complete the work. 

 

Finally, the Commission recommends that DOE examine the possibility of creating a capital outlay grant 

for technology infrastructure, funded at a $20 million level phased in over three years. Such a grant 

could be distributed on a per-school basis, and could incorporate a required local match to incent the 

use of local funds to develop technology infrastructure. 

 

Back to Contents 
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I. Issue – Current Formula Simplifications 
Georgia’s foundational funding formula, Quality Basic Education (QBE), is complex, with the formula 

weights calculation involving 19 programs composed of multiple cost categories, and student funding 

based on segments of student time categorized into those programs. Add-ons for central and school 

administration, training and experience, and several auxiliary programs are also made. The Commission 

has been charged with finding ways to simplify this formula and make it more transparent to districts 

and Georgia citizens. 

II. Executive Summary 
By unanimous vote at its September 19, 2012 meeting, the State Education Finance Study Commission 

approved recommendations to combine related programs within the QBE formula that have similar 

funding levels to simplify reporting while allowing districts to have greater flexibility in how students are 

served, contingent on a hold harmless being funded. This would result in the 19 QBE programs being 

combined into 11 programs over a three-year period, with some programs renamed in order to 

streamline terminology. The Commission also recommended making certain non-classroom costs 

identical across all programs on a per-FTE basis, while offsetting the differences by adjusting the 

classroom staff ratio to keep each program weight at its current value. 

III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
Students in Georgia K-12 public schools are counted in segments, with six segments in a full-time 

equivalent student (FTE). Each segment is classified into one of 19 programs depending on the level of 

services received. The FTEs in each program are weighted according to the cost of providing services to 

those students. The principal cost driver for each program is the classroom staff funding ratio, and 

differences by program in this ratio account for the majority of weight differences between programs.  

 

The current programs, weights, and classroom staff ratios (FY 2013) are as follows: 

Program Cost per FTE Weight Ratio 

Kindergarten $4,559  1.66 1:15 

Primary (Grades 1-3) $3,531  1.29 1:17 

Upper Elementary (Grades 4-5) $2,835  1.03 1:23 

Kindergarten EIP $5,636  2.05 1:11 

Primary EIP $4,956  1.81 1:11 

Upper Elementary EIP $4,941  1.80 1:11 

Grades 6-8 Regular $2,790  1.02 1:23 

Grades 6-8 Middle School Incentive $3,080  1.12 1:20 

High School (Base Weight) $2,745  1.00 1:23 

Vocational Labs $3,249  1.18 1:20 

Special Education Category I $6,581  2.40 1:8 

Special Education Category II $7,744  2.82 1:6.5 

Special Education Category III $9,866  3.59 1:5 

Special Education Category IV $16,004  5.83 1:3 
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Special Education Category V $6,754  2.46 1:8 

Gifted $4,582  1.67 1:12 

Limited English $6,961  2.54 1:7 

Alternative Education $4,405  1.60 1:15 

Remedial $3,607  1.31 1:15 

 

In FY 2013, the state funded 1,657,007 FTEs, with 78% in regular education programs from kindergarten 

to high school, 4% in EIP, 4% in vocational labs, 6% in special education (excluding gifted), 5% in gifted, 

and 3% in remedial, alternative education, or limited English. 

 

Each program’s weight is determined by the addition of per-FTE amounts in various cost categories for 

that program. For all students, the categories are as follows: 

 

 Direct Instruction: includes classroom staff ratio, aides, counselors, art/music/PE staff, 

technology specialists, and operation costs 

 Indirect Instruction: includes central administration, school administration, social workers, 

psychologists, special education specialists, and facility maintenance and operation 

 Media Centers: includes media center personnel and materials 

 Additional Instruction 

 Staff Development 

 

The funding of most categories varies by program as different staff ratios or costs are taken into 

account. The difference in total funding between related programs may be great, or as little as $15 per 

FTE (in the case of Primary and Upper Elementary EIP). 

 

Allotments are made to the 180 districts rather than to schools or students, and districts may distribute 

funding among schools as needed. 

IV. Other States 
A majority of states fund education similarly to Georgia, with a foundational funding formula that 

distributes the bulk of K-12 funding and additional categorical grants for items like transportation. The 

majority of states with a formula weight their funding according to the level of service a student 

receives, as does Georgia. 

In some states, such as Louisiana, formula weights for different types of students are generated without 

reference to a specific cost breakdown for different categories of spending. In such states, a student 

with higher need (such as special education) generates more dollars, but the additional dollars are not 

attached to any particular category (such as classroom materials). The final effect is that dollars are 

distributed as a lump sum, with systems having wide latitude in how they will spend those funds. 
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Other states, including Georgia, have calculations that rest on funding for individual cost elements, such 

as supplies, support staff, or technology. Spending in these states may be controlled by categorical 

expenditure controls. 

In Michigan, special education funding is distributed on a reimbursement basis separately from the 

foundational funding formula. 

V. Alternatives for Consideration  
(1) Send funding as a lump sum, with or without current categorical grants added in to the QBE formula. 

 

(2) Make non-classroom costs identical across all programs on a per-FTE basis.  Offset the resulting 

differences by program through adjusting the classroom staff funding ratio, so that the dollar amount 

per FTE in each program remains the same and the total number of positions earned would remain the 

same statewide. The result would be that each district gets a categorical lump sum, reflecting the reality 

that districts are already permitted to distribute spending among schools in that system as they see fit. 

This would also move the state in the direction of having an identical “base” calculation for each 

student. 

 

All changes would apply to the calculations for weighted programs and do not affect training and 

experience, central administration staff counts, school administration funding based on actual personnel 

counts, the speech-language pathologist supplement, or other outside calculations. 

 

(3) Same as the above, but only make identical the costs which are already funded in every program. 

Because aides, art/music/PE, and special education specialists only receive funding in certain programs, 

the Commission may not want to see these costs spread to students in inapplicable programs. 

 

(4) Condense programs that are related and have similar funding levels into one another to both simplify 

reporting and allow districts greater flexibility in how students are served. Combinations considered 

were the following: 

 

 Kindergarten, Primary Grades, and Upper Elementary into a single Elementary program 

 Kindergarten EIP, Primary Grades EIP, and Upper Elementary EIP into a single Early 

Intervention program 

 Middle Grades and Middle School Incentive into a single Middle School program 

 High School and Vocational Labs into a single High School program 

 Special Education I, II, and V into a single Special Education Low-Need program 

 Gifted, Alternative Education, Remedial, and Limited English into a single Special 

Instruction program. 

 

Programs would be combined using a weighted average so that the total amount of earnings in the 

combined program would be equal to the sum of the earnings in the original programs. The result would 

be earnings-neutral on a statewide basis, but variation from the average by district would result in some 
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districts receiving more or less than before. This could be dealt with either through a phase-in of certain 

combinations over a few years, or a time-limited hold harmless appropriation. 

 

Of particular interest was the combination of Middle Grades and Middle School Incentive into a single 

program. Currently, the state pays $290 more per student in schools implementing the middle school 

model, which requires cross-subject planning time among other requirements. In FY 2013, 96.6% of 

students are already served at an incentive school, and many of the non-incentive schools are located in 

smaller districts where meeting the incentive requirements is impractical. In addition, it is impossible to 

determine whether the incentive model actually increases student achievement. For these reasons, the 

distinction between the two types of schools may no longer serve its purpose and may instead limit 

systems from implementing innovative scheduling to improve efficiency and achievement. Combining 

these programs into one would serve to eliminate some state restrictions on how middle school 

students are served. 

 

VI. Final Commission Recommendation  

The Commission recommends that the following programs be combined using a weighted average: 

 

 Primary Grades and Upper Elementary into a single Elementary program (except 

Kindergarten which will remain a separate program); 

 Kindergarten EIP, Primary Grades EIP, and Upper Elementary EIP into a single Early 

Intervention program; 

 Middle Grades and Middle School Incentive into a single Middle School program; 

 Special Education I, II, and V into a single Special Education Low-Need program; 

 Gifted, Alternative Education, and Remedial into a single Special Instruction program 

(the subcommittee voted to except Limited English). 

 

Combining these programs, although earnings-neutral at the state level, would result in differences in 

earnings at the district level. The combinations will be phased in over three years, with the Elementary, 

Early Intervention, and Middle School combinations being implemented in the first year, the Special 

Education Low-Need combination in the second year, and the Special Instruction combination in the 

third year. The Commission recommends that the state hold harmless any district losing funds, which is 

estimated to cost $3.2 million in the first year of implementation, $3.6 million in the second year, and 

$6.7 million in the third year, if overall earnings do not increase. 

 

The Commission recommends renaming the following programs to streamline and modernize 

terminology: 

 Rename Vocational Labs as Careers program, 

 Rename Special Education III as Special Education Mid-Need program, 

 Rename Special Education IV as Special Education High-Need program. 
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The Commission recommends distributing costs by category on an identical per-FTE basis across all 

programs, with the exception of the following categories: classroom staff ratio, aides, art/music/PE staff, 

special education specialists, and staff development. The categories smoothed would be counselors, 

media specialists, media materials, direct instruction operation, instructional materials, assistant 

principals, secretaries, school administration operation, and additional instruction (several other 

categories are already smooth). The total statewide amount generated for each category under the 

current formula would be distributed evenly among all FTEs to create the new per-FTE amount in each 

category, thus keeping dollar earnings in the total QBE formula the same as that generated by the 

current formula. Any resulting differences by program would be offset by adjusting the classroom staff 

ratio, thus keeping the dollar earnings per FTE for each program the same. There would be no change in 

the distribution of earnings either at the state, category, program, or per-FTE level. 

 

Back to Contents 
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I. Issue – Formula Alternatives 
As part of its charge from the Governor, the Commission was asked to consider alternative funding types 

as well as alterations to the existing formula. The way in which students qualify for additional weighted 

funding is highly dependent upon specific instructional models, which a district must implement in order 

to count students for those funds. Funding is also tied firmly to seat time, and services are counted 

during segments of the day, with a student only receiving funding for one program in any given 

segment. Finally, when students are served outside of a traditional district, accurately determining how 

much funding that districts should receive for that student is difficult because of how FTEs are counted. 

 

In looking at other models, the subcommittee focused on four elements: funding achievement, funding 

innovation, funding technology, and funding at-risk students. Alternative models were examined in 

context of how each might be used to accomplish each of those goals. 

II. Executive Summary 
By unanimous vote at its September 19, 2012 meeting, the State Education Finance Study Commission 

approved recommendations to further study a student-based formula model beyond the September 30, 

2012 deadline, and to assess the resources and timeline needed for the state and districts to implement 

new processes. 

III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
Students in Georgia K-12 public schools are counted in segments, with six segments adding up to one 

full-time equivalent student (FTE). Each segment is classified into one of 19 programs depending on the 

level of services the student receives during that time period. The FTEs in each program are weighted 

according to the cost of providing services to those students. The principal cost driver for each program 

is the classroom staff funding ratio, and differences by program in this ratio account for the majority of 

weight differences between programs. Segments are counted in October and March, and a weighted 

projection determines the number of FTEs to be funded by district and program. 

The segment-based model ties funding closely to seat time and offers more assurance of uniformity in 

how students are served, as state requirements for service to various populations can be applied on a 

nearly hourly basis. Segment-based funding, in other words, offers greater state control of educational 

models and potentially greater accountability in how funds are spent. At the same time, the segmented 

count greatly diminishes systems’ ability to make district-level decisions on how to serve different types 

of students. Additionally, categorizing and classifying students during the twice yearly, six-part count is 

completed by district central administration, with some larger districts hiring multiple personnel for the 

FTE count alone. 

IV. Other States 
A majority of states have a foundational funding formula, which distributes the bulk of K-12 funding, and 

additional categorical grants for items like transportation. The majority of states with a formula weight 

their funding according to the level of service a student receives. Georgia is such a state. 
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Other states with enrollment-dependent formulas may count their students on a segment basis or a 

whole-day basis. Those that count students on a whole-day basis may estimate the portion of the day 

served if a student is served for less than a full day. Separately, students may be calculated as individual 

students, with each distinct student receiving full funding, or as FTEs. Finally, states are increasingly 

making use of an Average Daily Membership (ADM) which is based on a rolling count rather than a 

count at a specific point in the year; ADM may be student-based or FTE-based. States using ADM do not 

tend to count segments. 

Among 19 states whose education staff replied to an e-mail survey this year, nearly all counted students 

on a whole-day basis, and no state specifically counted and weighted segments of student time. About 

half of states surveyed counted distinct students as such, and about half counted on an FTE basis. 

Among some states counting on an FTE basis, students attending less than full time were counted as 

approximate portions of an FTE, but student time was not portioned into segments for the purposes of 

weights. Five states surveyed used ADM, which varied between being more student-based or more FTE-

based depending on the state. 

In some states, such as Louisiana, formula weights for different types of students are generated without 

reference to a specific cost breakdown for different categories of spending. In such states, a student 

with higher need (such as special education) generates more dollars through a weight, but the 

additional dollars are not attached to any particular category (such as classroom materials). The final 

effect is that dollars are distributed as a lump sum, with systems having wide latitude in how they will 

spend those funds. 

Other states, including Georgia, have calculations that rest on funding for individual cost elements, such 

as supplies, support staff, or technology. Spending in these states may be controlled by categorical 

expenditure controls. 

A few states, such as Montana, fund each student equally and then have separate grants to fund higher-

need students, including special education or at-risk programs. 

A few states have funding which is not formula-based, or whose formula does not rely primarily on 

enrollment.  

V. Alternatives for Consideration  
The subcommittee found that funding models in other states could be divided between types that 

weight segments, and types that weight students with multiple weighted factors per student. Models 

beyond this major type division, such as those making greater use of categorical grants instead of 

weights, were considered briefly but not found to be viable. Using an ADM was examined by 

Subcommittee 4 but not pursued, so Subcommittee 1 did not take up this option. Because many states 

use a student-based rather than a segment-based model, the subcommittee focused on this option out 

of all possible alternatives. A non-segment-based model can make use of either distinct students or 

FTEs, but the subcommittee focused on funding distinct students as this option offered the greatest 

contrast to Georgia’s current formula. 
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A student-based formula would assign an identical base amount of funding to each student in the state, 

and students would qualify for additional factors based on need characteristics. Such factors would act 

as multipliers of the base amount, and students could qualify for more than one factor. For example, a 

student could receive a base of $2,500 and qualify for an elementary factor of 0.2 and a gifted factor of 

0.4. The total additional multiplier for that student would be 0.6, which would generate an additional 

$1,500 on top of the base amount. Factors could be determined based on existing programs, and 

additional factors could be assigned to fund other state priorities on the student level (such as 

impoverished or at-risk students) or the district level (such as charter systems or technology use). 

A student-based formula would move the focus of funding away from seat time and particular services 

(inputs), and more toward funding student need characteristics, with systems deciding how best to 

serve each type of student. A student-based count would also encourage more integrated provision of 

services, particularly in the case of least-restrictive placing for students with disabilities. Having students 

qualify for additional funding based on need rather than a service model would also allow systems to 

innovate more in scheduling services. For example, rather than a student receiving special education 

services and English language support in different segments, support could be provided in a more 

blended, heterogeneous classroom without a system losing funding. Finally, a student-based formula 

would be easier to use in determining how much money is to be used to serve each student, in the case 

of students served through non-traditional means such as Move on When Ready, charter schools, or the 

Georgia Special Needs Scholarship. 

The amount at which factors are set could be determined based on current earnings for each existing 

program, and the average number of segments that each student is served in that program statewide. 

This would result in a shift that would be earnings-neutral statewide, but variation from the average 

between districts would cause some systems to lose and some to gain funds, potentially in significant 

amounts. Further data is needed to account for students qualifying for multiple factors and determine 

the actual district-by-district change, and the effect on systems of different sizes would need to be 

determined. 

In addition, a student-based formula could diminish some of the accountability for providing services 

that systems currently must meet to receive state funding. To counteract this loosening of 

requirements, the state could set expenditure controls based on the funding a district receives for each 

factor system-wide, but the practicalities and mechanics of such reporting would need to be studied.  

In summary, the subcommittee examined the possibilities offered by moving away from a segment-

based formula toward a student-based formula and found the latter option to offer valid potential 

benefits; however, given the scope of such a shift, additional data would be needed to make a proper 

analysis of the impact and effects of the change. 

The subcommittee also looked at a hybrid model combining student-based elements into a primarily 

segment-based formula, but as this combination was more complex than either of the stand-alone 

models, the hybrid model was not pursued. 
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VI. Final Commission Recommendation  

A student-based budget formula would move the focus away from particular services and seat time and 

more towards funding student-need characteristics, with systems deciding how best to serve each type 

of student. The Commission finds that the student-based formula model merits further study and 

recommends that deeper analysis of this model be continued past the September 30, 2012 deadline, 

with the assistance of persons and groups to be determined.  

 

Back to Contents 
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I. Issue – School Nurses 
State and local governments spent $56.3 million on school nurses in FY 2010. 

II. Executive Summary 
By unanimous vote at their August 25, 2011 meeting, the State Education Finance Study Commission 

approved recommendations for funding an FTE-based formula for School Nurses, a small base level for 

supplies to be allocated per FTE, and a statewide school nurse coordinator. Note: SB 403, which made 

changes recommended by the Commission, was passed by the General Assembly during the 2012 

Legislative Session. The Governor and General Assembly included funding for school nurses in the FY 

2013 budget. Additional funding to fully implement the Commission’s recommendation is required in FY 

2014 and FY 2015. 

III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
In FY 2001, the Georgia legislature first appropriated $30 million for school health personnel related to 

the “A+ Education Reform Act of 2000” (HB 1187).  Total funding for the School Nurses program in FY 

2010 was $56.3 million, which includes approximately $30 million in local spending. 

 

Table 1: State Funding History for School Nurses 

 State Funding FTEs Funding/FTE 

FY 2001 $ 30,000,000 1,433,279 $ 20.93 
FY 2002 $ 30,000,000 1,447,332 $ 20.73 
FY 2003 $ 30,000,000 1,472,992 $ 20.37 
FY 2004 $ 30,000,000 1,498,777 $ 20.02 
FY 2005 $ 30,000,000 1,528,133 $ 19.63 
FY 2006 $ 30,000,000 1,566,284 $ 19.15 
FY 2007 $ 30,000,000 1,607,894 $ 18.66 
FY 2008 $ 30,000,000 1,627,660 $ 18.43 
FY 2009 $ 30,000,000 1,630,671 $ 18.40 
FY 2010 $ 27,936,000 1,641,396 $ 17.02 
FY 2011 $ 26,399,520 1,650,981 $ 15.99 
FY 2012 $ 26,399,520 1,650,981 $ 15.99 

 

Under the current system, there is no FTE-based earnings formula.  Each system is allotted a base grant 

of $20,000, and additional funds appropriated are allotted on a per FTE basis.  Since the program was 

implemented, the majority of schools in Georgia have a licensed school nurse on site during at least part 

of the school day.  Local systems also supplement this program.   

 

While Georgia Code requires each local board of education to establish policies and procedures for a 

school health nurse program, there is no state coordination at the Department level.  This decentralized 

organization was evident during the H1N1 flu epidemic in 2009 as each school system was responsible 

for establishing individual policies for dealing with this public health hazard.  
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According to The Georgia Health Policy Center, prior to state funding for school nurses, the ability of 

schools systems to meet the healthcare needs of children was highly variable.  Some systems could 

provide resources for a full-time Registered Nurse, while other systems relied on untrained school 

employees to provide healthcare assistance.  The past decade of state funding has led to an increase in 

the total number of school nurses employed in the state.  In FY 2001, there were 823 nurse positions in 

the state, and by FY 2010 the number of positions had increased to 1,316. 

The National Association of School Nurses (NASN) recommends a nurse-to-student ratio of 1:750.  NASN 

also recommends a 1:225 ratio in the student populations that may require daily professional school 

nursing services or interventions such as Special Education inclusions, 1:125 in student populations with 

complex health care needs, and 1:1 for individual students with multiple disabilities.  According to NASN, 

Georgia’s ratio is 1:2,318. 

According to NASN, 32% of children are obese or overweight, 13% of children are prescribed medication 

more than 90 days, 6% of children missed more than 11 days due to illness/injury, 10% of children have 

asthma, and 5% of children have food allergies.  A potential outcome of a strong school nurse program is 

that health care professionals will deal with these health-related complications, and teachers will have 

fewer distractions from teaching. 

IV. Other States 
Arkansas has a number of legal requirements regarding nurses, including requiring schools to provide for 

the development of an individualized healthcare plan (IHP) by personnel who are qualified through 

education and licensure to perform the task. Furthermore, schools are required to provide for the tasks 

identified in the IHP to be performed by personnel under the direction of a registered nurse (RN) in 

accordance with the Nurse Practice Act, Arkansas State Board of Nursing (ASBN) Rules and Position 

Statements.  Arkansas also mandates how many nurses should work in school districts based on student 

counts.  School districts are required to have one school nurse per 750 students; however, some districts 

with high concentrations of disabled students have lower ratios.   School nurses may be employed or 

provided by contract or agreement with other agencies or individuals, provided that the prescribed ratio 

and equivalency are maintained.  Although districts earn funds for nurses in their funding formula, it 

should be noted that this entire code section is “subject to state funds,” and it is not entirely clear if 

Arkansas districts are meeting these mandates. 

Louisiana requires each school system to employ at least one school nurse for every 1,500 students.  In 

the 1980s Louisiana appropriated funds for school nurses to the Department of Education outside of the 

state’s foundational funding formula.  However, that changed when funding for school nurses was 

incorporated as a block grant within the main funding formula, like funding for teachers. 

Tennessee is another state that funds nurses through the foundational funding formula, funding one 

nurse for every 3,000 students.  A minimum of one nurse must exist per school system.  Locals are 

required to match 25% of the nurses' costs. 
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In West Virginia nurses are funded through the personnel part of the finance formula, where they are 

considered professional student support personnel, similar to counselors. 

In Delaware, the state provides approximately 70% of the salary cost for one nurse for every 700 

students, and local districts supply 30% of total salary.  There must be at least one nurse in each school.   

Table 2: Nurses per Student 

Ranking Students per 
School Nurse 

State Ranking Students per 
School Nurse 

State 

1 396 Vermont 27 960 Indiana 

2 448 Connecticut 28 1,065 West Virginia 

3 454 New Hampshire 29 1,098 Mississippi 

4 472 Delaware 30 1,114 Kentucky 

5 476 Washington, DC 31 1,328 Ohio 

6 477 OSHNA 32 1,403 Nebraska 

7 503 Alaska 33 1,416 Arizona 

8 504 Wyoming 34 1,451 Montana 

9 514 Maine 35 1,482 North Dakota 

10 517 Rhode Island 36 1,625 Wisconsin 

11 533 New Jersey 37 1,649 Nevada 

12 536 Alabama 38 1,773 Minnesota 

13 628 Kansas 39 1,774 Tennessee 

14 665 New Mexico 40 1,778 Colorado 

15 700 Massachusetts 41 1,881 Idaho 

16 732 Missouri 42 2,026 Oregon 

17 733 New York 43 2,031 Washington 

18 776 Maryland 44 2,179 Illinois 

19 779 Pennsylvania 45 2,187 California 

20 784 Louisiana 46 2,318 Georgia 

21 789 South Carolina 47 2,372 Oklahoma 

22 819 Iowa 48 2,485 North Carolina 

23 826 Texas 49 2,537 Florida 

24 837 Virginia 50 3,637 Utah 

25 873 South Dakota 51 4,411 Michigan 

26 918 Arkansas    

 

V. Alternatives for Consideration  
Georgia’s current block grant does not take any steps to attempt to fund nurses based on student 

counts.  Georgia could follow the lead of states like Tennessee, Delaware, and West Virginia by adding 

nurse positions to the foundational funding formula.  If numbers of earned nurses are attached to the 

existing programs in QBE, it would be possible to prioritize different grade levels. 
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As mentioned earlier, Georgia does not have any state-level coordination for school health programs.  It 

would be relatively inexpensive to fund a position at the state level to assist local districts with their 

policies and procedures for school health nurse programs.  A centralized coordinator could also help 

develop guidelines for utilizing volunteers and retirees to supplement RNs.  This coordinator could also 

standardize reporting of health information both from the district up as well as the central office down.  

Alternatively, the state could provide additional funds at the RESA level for more regional coordination. 

 

Currently local districts fund about half of the total school nurse program.  If changes are made to the 

allocation formula, the Commission should consider how the state/local relationship should be 

formalized. 

 

Privatizing school nurses could also relieve pressure on state-provided benefits and public pensions.  

Recently Roanoke City in Virginia schools agreed to privatize the city’s school nurses starting July 1, 

2011, saving the city $100,000. In Ft. Walton Beach, Florida, health services in schools have been 

privatized since 2009, with the decision to switch driven largely by cost savings. Those savings were 

anticipated to reach nearly $400,000 in 2009 and provide 18 health technicians, five registered nurses 

and 13 licensed practical nurses in the district’s 36 schools. Four additional RN supervisors travel 

between schools.  Previously the Health Department had placed RNs and LPNs in all the schools, but the 

cost was anticipated at nearly $1.3 million for FY 2009.   

 

Georgia could also explore the possibility of using Medicaid funds for some nurse positions, either in 

schools or at the coordinator level. 

 

VI. Final Commission Recommendation  

The State Education Finance Study Commission recommends that the School Nurse program move to an 

FTE-based funding formula.  Schools will earn funding for nurses based on student counts.  The formula 

will prioritize funding at the elementary level, funding nurses at a 1:750 nurse:student ratio at the 

elementary level and 1:1,500 at all other levels.  Positions will be funded with benefits, and nurses will 

be earned at a 1:5 RN:LPN ratio with a contract length of 180 days.   

The state will fund 50% of the total formula costs with the understanding that locals will be responsible 

for the remaining costs.  There will be no local requirement, and locals could fund above or below the 

50% level, or they could seek other fund sources to offset their portion of the costs.  The Commission 

also recommends funding a small base level for supplies to be allocated per FTE. 

The Commission also recommends funding of a statewide school nurse coordinator. 

For purposes of calculations, staff used $42,000 and $32,000 as 180 day salaries for RNs and LPNs 

respectively, with a benefits ratio of 30.264%.  The formula also sets a system’s “floor earnings” at 

$45,000.  In other words, any given system will earn at least $45,000, even if their FTE counts don’t 

generate that much.  $45,000 is enough to cover at least one LPN with benefits. 
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Based on current FTE counts, this would generate 1,579 positions, with a cost of approximately $36 

million at the 50% level.  Funding supplies at a $500,000 level would send an average of approximately 

$200 to each school, or about $0.30/FTE.  Funding for the state coordinator would require 

approximately $150,000/year to pay for a salary and benefits.   

The Commission recommends phasing in funding for these changes over three years, funding 40%, 45%, 

and 50% of the FTE-based formula in FY 2013, FY 2014, and FY 2015 respectively.   
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I. Issue – Pupil Transportation 
State and local governments spent $617 million on pupil transportation in FY 2010. 

II. Executive Summary 
The State Education Finance Study Commission approved the following recommendations for Pupil 

Transportation at its January 4, 2012 meeting:  1) Provide bond funding for bus replacement; 2) Use new 

survey data and fund the formula earnings at approximately $150 million; 3) Exempt Local Education 

Agencies (LEAs) from the 7.5% state motor fuel tax; 4) Encourage LEAs to consider installing stop arm 

cameras; 5) The Department of Education (DOE) should streamline data collection and continue to 

examine the issue of start-up charter schools and how to meet their unique transportation needs. 

III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
The Quality Basic Education Act specifies that: 

The amount of funds needed by a local unit of administration to pay expenses of student 

transportation shall be calculated by the state Board of Education in accordance with a schedule 

of standard transportation costs to be incurred… in the operation of economical and efficient 

transportation programs and a schedule of variable transportation costs… which affect, in 

varying ways, the cost of student transportation. 

To determine needed funds, the Department of Education (DOE) conducts student transportation 

surveys.  DOE uses these surveys to create route maps and calculate the minimum number of buses 

required to transport students.  Students who live closer than 1.5 miles from their assigned school are 

not used in these calculations, though allowances are made for disabled students.  However, most of the 

state’s school systems do transport students living in this radius. 

Each year DOE calculates the standard costs for regular operations, including driver salaries and 

benefits, school bus liability insurance, drug and alcohol testing, and operating expenses.  DOE also 

calculates costs for capital expenditures, extra mileage for special needs students, and other special 

cases.  These costs are then applied to the number of buses and route miles determined by the surveys. 

Driver Salary and Benefits: For each bus allotted to a school system, the system receives funds for salary, 

a medical exam, social security, and sick leave.  In FY 2011, this amount came to $9,574. Most systems 

pay at least the minimum, and many pay above the minimum. 

Drug and Alcohol Testing: For each bus allotted, a system receives funds for one drug and alcohol test.  

In FY 2011 this amount was $53. 

Liability Insurance: School systems receive up to a maximum of $500 per bus for liability insurance.  

These amounts are based on actual costs in previous years. 

Operating Costs: Local systems are ranked according to utilization per regular bus (unit). Utilization per 

bus is the number of unduplicated students transported per bus as assigned by the most recent survey. 

The systems shall be divided into four categories of equal size. The previous year’s actual expenditures 
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and operational mileage of local systems were used to determine the “cost per mile” within 4 

categories.  The different costs-per-vehicle are calculated by using the “gross vehicle rating” of each of 9 

bus sizes. The cost of fuel, oil, tires, batteries, parts, etc., and shop management salaries are also used in 

the calculation. 

Bus Replacement: The annual payment for operating costs is based upon current average bus cost 

divided by replacement years.  The Student Transportation Survey establishes a maximum number of 

reimbursable buses, and buses older than those in replacement life are not eligible for payment. 

In FY 2011, local systems earned $295 million under the current calculation formula, and $133 million 

was appropriated.  This $162 million deficit is up $103 million (175%) from $59 million in FY 2006.  The 

deficit was managed by reducing operating funds by 71.5% and eliminating cash for bus replacement, 

though $50 million in bonds was appropriated for buses.  It should also be noted that this current 

calculation formula is based on an outdated survey; the current survey states a need for 12,172 buses, 

while the old survey calls for 9,029.  

Table 1: Pupil Transportation Funding History 

Fiscal Year State Funds 
Appropriated 

Bond Funds 
for Buses 

Total Actual Expenditures 
(Includes Local Funds) 

% State 
Funds 

FY 1996 $139.3M 0 $285.6M 49% 

FY 1998 $144.8M 0 $319M 45% 
FY 2000 $152M 0 $351M 43% 

FY 2002 $177.6M 0 $449M 40% 
FY 2004 $157.4M 0 $471M 33% 

FY 2006 $163.4M 0 $561M 29% 
FY 2007 $166.5M $50M $655M 25% 

FY 2008 $165.3M 0 $683M 24% 

FY 2009 $170.9M 0 $679M 25% 

FY 2010 $141.4M $25M $617M 23% 

FY 2011 $133.1M $25M Pending Receipt TBD 
FY 2012 $130.3M $25M Pending Receipt TBD 

 

A large portion of the growing cost of pupil transportation can be explained by increasing diesel fuel 

costs.  To approximate costs, a sampling of diesel prices for six systems was taken and averaged.  Chart 1 

shows the average results of this sampling in nominal and inflation-adjusted numbers (inflation 

adjustment done using CPI South). 
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Chart 1: Diesel Fuel Trends 

 

IV. Other States 
Nationwide, of the 48 states that provide some specific funding for student transportation, 32 provide 

funding through categorical programs, and 16 provide funding through their state's foundation program.  

Overall, providing funding through categorical programs as compared to including funding within 

foundation programs does not have a significant impact on the actual criteria that are used to determine 

funding levels.  States may provide funding through categorical programs because they are interested in 

defining costs associated with instruction and view transportation as a separate endeavor.  On the other 

hand, some states may want to identify the total costs of providing a thorough and efficient education, 

and may provide transportation funding within the foundation program in order to provide a larger 

block grant to districts.  

States may incorporate more than one of these approaches to funding transportation, with funding for 

the transportation of special education students in many states differing from the funding for regular 

students.  Overall, there are three main funding methodologies that states use for funding 

transportation: Mileage, Reimbursement, and Density. 

Mileage 

Some states such as Colorado provide funding to school districts based on a dollar-per-route mile basis.  

For example, in Colorado districts receive 37.87 cents for each mile buses drive in the transportation of 

their students.  In addition, the state provides 33.87% of approved costs that exceed the funding level 

provided by the state.  The strengths of the mileage system include ensuring that a specific dollar 

amount is provided by the district for each mile driven.   
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Proponents of this system believe that providing a specific funding level for each mile is fair and 

accurate, and the system does not result in districts having to use instructional funding for 

transportation.  In addition, the system is easy to administer and does not require any computer 

program or data entry.  The weakness of the system is that it does not provide any incentive for districts 

to maximize the utility of the routes they choose and may, in fact, promote inefficiencies. 

Reimbursement 

Many states reimburse school districts for transportation expenditures – Idaho reimburses districts at an 

85% level, and North Dakota reimburses at a 90% level.  The strengths and weaknesses of the 

reimbursement system are similar to the mileage approach.  On the one hand, the system is easy to 

administer and districts do not have to worry about paying for increasing transportation costs.  On the 

other hand, there is no incentive for efficiencies.    

Density 

There are a number of states that provide funding for transportation using a density model.  These 

density models take into account the number of students per square mile in a district that requires 

transportation services, and makes adjustments to the funding levels.  The major benefit to the 

approach is that it encourages districts to be efficient in their transportation services because only a set 

dollar amount is given.  Many states have also incorporated additional criteria to be calculated in their 

density models: 

 Delaware takes into account the age of the bus, the cost of gasoline and insurance in 

each of its districts. 

 Georgia takes into account bus driver salary and benefits in its density model.   

By incorporating additional criteria into their density models, these states believe they are providing a 

more accurate and fair level of funding for student transportation.   

States such as Connecticut and Illinois take into account the wealth of the district when determining the 

state level of funding for transportation.  In Connecticut, all districts receive at least $1,000 for student 

transportation; however, 14 of the wealthiest districts in the state receive no additional funding beyond 

this amount.  In Illinois, reimbursements are adjusted based on a school districts equalized assessed 

value.    

In 1992-93 North Carolina created an efficiency formula for funding transportation costs.  The state 

created the Transportation Information Management System (TIMS) that calculates the most efficient 

bus routes for districts across the state.  Local districts are required to use these routes and maintain a 

"100% efficiency rating" or receive decreased funding for the next school year.  

Eight states were identified that require that students live a specified distance from their school to 

receive state transportation funding.  Kansas has the greatest mileage requirement at two and a half 

miles.  At least two states required students to live two miles from their school, and five states were 

identified that had one- or one-and-a-half-mile requirements. Georgia only funds students that live 
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outside of one and a half miles of their school. Many states allow districts to set their own standards for 

distances.   

V. Alternatives for Consideration 
There are numerous states that allow for transportation services to be contracted out at the district 

level.  In fact, studies have shown that approximately one-third of all buses used in education 

transportation are owned by private companies.  School districts may contract for all of their 

transportation services, or some of their services such as contracting out for school buses or drivers and 

maintenance.  Studies have shown that districts can receive benefits from contracting out 

transportation services including cost savings, improved quality of services, and reduced administrative 

burden.  However, not all districts have had positive experiences.  Unfortunately, some districts that 

contracted out their services went with low-bidding companies only to see prices increase dramatically 

in future years.  

In Florida, the public school districts use private bus contractors to transport their students.  Florida 

found that privatizing the bus services addressed various concerns by school officials including meeting 

budgetary shortfalls, the inability to keep up with student growth, and a desire to focus on the core 

mission of education among others.  In Florida’s school districts, most reported positive results from 

privatizing.  Benefits reported included cost savings, improved quality of services, reduced 

administrative burden, reduced capital outlay for bus purchases and improved ability to handle student 

population growth.  The drawbacks found in the state were less experienced transportation managers 

and contractors increasing prices.  

In Michigan, 51 out of 551 school districts contract out for transportation services.  Michigan’s Mackinac 

Center found that contracting out for transportation services is expected to yield $1.8 million in savings 

in the first year.  

In Illinois, an estimated 43 percent of districts use private busing companies to transport students. 

Currently South Carolina is reviewing plans for privatization of student transportation as well as 

upgrading the state’s bus fleet. 

In Georgia a few school systems have privatized pupil transportation with mixed results.  Bibb County 

and Atlanta Public Schools tried and left contracted services and went back to a system operated 

program because of quality of service issues.  Other systems have had more positive experiences. In FY 

2010, Cobb County School Board reviewed privatization of student transportation, but decided to 

postpone any transition following opposition from current transportation staff and parents. It should 

also be noted that bonds cannot be used to purchase buses for a contractor. 

VI. Final Commission Recommendation  
The Commission recommends the following changes for Pupil Transportation: 

 The Commission recommends that the Department of Education (DOE) make several updates to 

the transportation funding formula.  DOE should begin using the new transportation survey 
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data, funding a total of 12,381 buses.  The formula will include earnings for driver 

salaries/benefits ($9,574), school bus liability insurance ($389), drug testing ($53), and 

operations ($15,908).  The state should commit to funding approximately half of this new 

formula.  It should do so by fully funding driver salaries/benefits, school bus liability insurance, 

and drug testing categories.  Fully funding these categories would cost approximately $124 

million.  The state should fund less of the operations cost, phasing funding for this category up 

to 14% over three fiscal years - FY 2014, FY 2015, and FY 2016.  This funding scenario would cost 

approximately $150 million in state funding when fully phased in, representing 47% of the full 

formula.  This funding should be considered a block grant that can be used on any 

transportation related expenses.   
 The Commission recommends capital replacement be moved out of the main funding formula 

and funded through bonds.  Funding approximately $45 million a year should begin to address 

necessary bus replacements over the next few years. 

 The Commission recommends that Local Education Agencies (LEAs) be exempted from paying 

the 7.5% state motor fuel tax.  This exemption will save LEAs on their fuel costs without having a 

significant impact on overall motor fuel tax revenues. 

 The Commission recommends that LEAs begin installing stop arm cameras on buses to combat 

stop arm violations.  Legislation passed last year makes it possible for LEAs to enter 

intergovernmental agreements to allow prosecuting violators, and LEAs can work with vendors 

to defray the cost of installing cameras in exchange for revenue sharing agreements.  These 

cameras can create revenue for LEAs, and more importantly lead to a decrease in violations.   

 Finally, the Commission recommends that DOE investigate a streamlined data system to simplify 

data collection from LEAs.  The Commission further recommends that DOE continue to examine 

the issue of start-up charter schools and how to meet their unique transportation needs. 
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I. Issue – Professional Learning 
Professional development is defined as continuing education opportunities for education faculty to 

develop new knowledge and skills through in-service education, conference attendance, workshops, 

institutional visitations, earning higher degrees, and so forth. The goal of professional development is 

for educators to work together to enhance educational goals for the individual educator, school and 

students. Georgia requires educators to complete professional learning activities for certification 

renewal.  

II. Executive Summary 
By unanimous vote at its August 25, 2011 meeting, the State Education Finance Study Commission 

approved recommendations for funding at the Department of Education for professional development 

centered around statewide strategic initiatives, funding to add school-level administrators to the staff 

development formula earnings, and one-time funding to restructure professional learning. Note: SB 404 

made changes to professional learning as recommended by the Commission and was enacted by the 

General Assembly during the 2012 Legislative Session. However, additional funding is required in FY 2014 

for implementation. 

III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
There are two types of renewable certificates in Georgia: Clear Renewable and Performance Based 

certificates. Each certificate is valid for a five-year period, during which time one of the following 

requirements must be met for renewal: 

 6 semester hours of college course work,  

 10 credits of Georgia Professional Learning Units,  

 10 Continuing Education Units,  

 10 credits based on U.S. DOE Teacher-To-Teacher Workshops or completion of one full year of 

acceptable school experience (working in another state on a valid certificate issued by that 

state).  

 

Funds for staff development are earned each year by school systems through the QBE funding formula. 

State Board of Education rules specify that funds budgeted for professional learning should be used 

primarily for activities that enhance skills directly related to student achievement. The Board rule allows 

staff development funds to be expended on the following activities:  

 Release time for teachers to serve as mentor teachers,  

 Release time for teachers to participate in professional learning activities (i.e., substitute 

teachers), 

 Travel for professional learning purposes,  

 Professional and technical service fees for instructors and consultants,  

 Instructional equipment for professional learning,  

 Training materials and supplies,  
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 Stipends - If there is evidence that the competencies gained are aligned with an individual plan 

or school/district improvement plan and that competencies gained have been demonstrated in 

the classroom/work setting, 

 Reimbursement for expenditures upon successful completion of approved conference, 

workshops or courses, and 

 Any other QBE program. 

 

Staff development expenditure data from FY 2010 is shown below.  The largest expenditure category is 

for other personnel. This can include staff development training for administrators, salaries for central 

office staff who provide actual staff development training, as well as funds for clerical staff to process 

paperwork involved in staff development. About half the expenditures are spent on stipends, purchased 

services, supplies/equipment/materials, substitute teachers and dues and fees. The Other category 

mainly includes funding for benefits associated with administrative personnel and substitutes reflected 

in the other categories. Funding for travel and release time for teachers make up the smallest 

expenditure categories. 

 

Funds for staff development are earned based on a percent of salary. While there have been some 

changes in the rates used to calculate staff development, the basic formula remains the same. 

Historically, staff development earnings were based on 1.5% of salary for certificated personnel. Salaries 

of administrators were originally included in the earnings but were removed in FY 2001. In FY 2003, 

earnings were reduced to 1% of salary due to budget reductions. The total cost of this reduction is 

estimated at about $20 million. 

As you can see in Table 1 below, earnings for staff development have increased over the last 10 years. 

Because staff development funding is linked to salaries, any pay raise or enrollment growth will result in 
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increased staff development earnings. However, earnings for staff development have remained 

somewhat flat over the last few years due to very small enrollment growth, increased class size (fewer 

teachers) and no changes in the statewide salary schedule. Based on the current 1% multiplier, staff 

development earned about $39.6 million in QBE funds for FY 2012. However due to austerity reductions, 

relaxed expenditure controls and certification renewal requirements, many systems may spend far less 

than that this fiscal year.  

Table 1: Staff Development Earnings and Expenditures 

 

Fiscal 
Year 

Earnings Expenditures 

FY 2002  $            28,707,302   $            41,085,130  

FY 2003  $            30,364,923   $            39,713,572  

FY 2004  $            31,146,339   $            34,732,391  

FY 2005  $            31,984,312   $            34,851,021  

FY 2006  $            33,684,357   $            38,601,821  

FY 2007  $            35,892,274   $            41,843,892  

FY 2008  $            37,554,931   $            41,559,218  

FY 2009   $            38,688,323   $            41,682,447  

FY 2010  $            39,272,227   $            29,885,028  

FY 2011  $            39,668,188   N/A  

FY 2012  $            39,682,431   N/A  

 

A look at expenditure data reveals that like most other items funded in QBE, school systems have 

typically spent more on staff development than they have earned through the formula. This trend is 

consistent even from FY 2003 – FY 2009 as school systems dealt with some level of austerity. However, 

this trend changed in FY 2010 as the economy dipped again and school systems experienced even 

deeper reductions. As a result of budget cuts and austerity reductions over 10% of formula earnings, 

spending on staff development dropped below earnings in FY 2010. As cuts to QBE deepened in FY 2011 

and federal ARRA funds dried up in FY 2012, school systems needed maximum flexibility to absorb 

reductions. As a result, the General Assembly lifted all expenditure controls for direct instruction, media 

centers, staff development, and 20 Additional Days of Instruction through FY 2015 (HB 192, 2011 

Legislative Session). In addition, during the 2010 Legislative Session, the General Assembly passed House 

Bill 1307, which temporarily suspends PLU requirements for five years (July 1, 2010 through July 1, 2015) 

on certificate renewals. Expenditure data for FY 2011 is not yet available to determine the impact of 

those changes. 

IV. Other States 
States provide funding for professional development in a variety of ways. Some states provide a set 

allocation per student or per teacher. Alabama funds professional development based on the rate 

appropriated per teacher by the state legislature. Arkansas funds $50 times the school district's previous 
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school year average daily membership. Other states, like Georgia, provide funding based on a 

percentage of the overall budget allocation or payroll. Massachusetts funds 3% times the amount 

allotted for teaching and support staff payroll. Some states, like Oregon, allow districts to apply for a 

School Improvement and Professional Development grant. Finally, some states provide funding for 

strategic initiatives. For example, South Carolina has a grant program aimed at increasing the academic 

performance of students in grades K-5 in the core academic areas of reading, mathematics, social 

studies and science.  

When it comes to certificate renewal, other states have requirements similar to Georgia. The average 

certificate is valid for five years and educators must earn an average of 90-100 PLUs (contact hours) for 

renewal, which can be earned in a variety of ways. Some states have chosen new methods to earn, 

evaluate and deliver professional development.  

Vermont is a state that has required intensive professional learning as a part of their education practice 

for a long time. In Vermont, for a teacher to advance from a Level I to a Level II License, or to renew a 

seven year Level II License, a teacher must have a data-driven individual professional growth plan that 

meets the requirements of the Five Standards for Vermont educators (learning, professional knowledge, 

colleagueship, advocacy, accountability). The individual professional growth plan is written with the 

collaboration of the Local and Regional Standards Boards, overseen by the Vermont Standards Board for 

Professional Educators and administrators. Teachers earn the nine units (or 15 hours per credit unit) 

required through a combination of university coursework, school based performance development, 

independent projects, and mentoring (no process in place for monitoring yet). Once a teacher reaches 

the time to renew their license the teachers are required to present a portfolio to local standards boards 

for approval. These portfolios contain evidence of their work during the process, and reflection on the 

work and their teaching, along with a new Individual Professional Development Plan.  

In New Mexico, educators are on a 3-Tiered Licensure System. This system was signed into law in 2004 

and is meant to ensure teacher quality through accountability and support. When someone first enters 

into the teaching profession they are issued a Level I Provisional Teacher License, which is a five-year 

non-renewable license. For the first year the teacher will be assigned a mentor and assessed annually. 

At the beginning of each year the teacher, along with the principal, must develop a Professional 

Development Plan that is based on the nine teacher competencies. A Level I teacher must advance to 

Level II to remain a teacher in New Mexico. This can be done after three years of experience or by the 

end of the fifth year, which is the end of the Level I License valid period. To advance to Level II 

(Professional Teacher) they must complete an approved mentoring program, complete three academic 

years of teaching at Level I, and demonstrate increased teaching competencies by submitting a 

Professional Development Dossier to the Public Education Department. A teacher can choose to remain 

at Level II for the remainder of their career if they continue to demonstrate Level II competencies and 

renew every nine years.  

New Jersey did not have any professional development requirement for teachers until 1998. It was then 

that the Professional Teaching Standards Boards was created. Now each school level committee must 

follow the state professional development standards and create school professional development plans 
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that are evaluated by a county board. Teachers in New Jersey are required to have 100 hours of 

professional learning as well as mandated mentoring and induction programs for beginning teachers. In 

the past, professional development was done more outside of the school, but now the goal is earning 

the hours through more embedded professional learning activities in the school. These hours should 

align with the teacher’s annual professional development plan; but are not part of license renewal since 

New Jersey does not have recertification requirements. 

V. For Consideration  
A study committee was formed in the 2010 Legislative Session to review the Professional Learning Units 

in Georgia. The committee consisted of members from the House of Representatives along with many 

members of the education community: teachers, administrators, the Department of Education, the 

Professional Standards Commission and others. During the course of this study committee, there was an 

overall consensus that 1) there is disconnect between professional development and certificate renewal, 

2) the delivery of PLUs in the past has been disjointed, and 3) there is no way to measure the impact of 

the professional development in the classroom. The result of this study committee’s work was a list of 

11 recommendations for the General Assembly regarding professional development.  

As a result, there were three resolutions brought up during 2011 Legislative Session urging action on 

certain recommendations: HR 459, HR 489 and HR 491. Some of the recommendations have already 

been passed into code and the Professional Standards Commission, along with Department of 

Education, will be working together to revise the current professional development standards.  

Recommendations from House Professional Learning Study Committee: 

1) Support the funding and implementation of House Bill 280. 

2) The Professional Standards Commission should establish new rules requiring the demonstration 

of the impact of professional learning on student achievement by 2015. 

3) Implement revised professional learning rules. 

4) Implement rule change on certificate upgrade for advanced degrees. 

5) Support Race to the Top application regarding the use of data for instructional improvement. 

6) Require course on Georgia ethics for teachers. 

7) Support ongoing work to streamline and refine evaluation instruments for teachers and leaders 

to be used consistently statewide. 

8) Increased funds for professional learning as revenues allow. 

9) Consider tiered certification. 

10) Develop performance-based coaching endorsement programs. 
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The State Education Finance Study Commission can continue to build upon this work by considering how 

the state can develop and implement a funding mechanism to deliver effective professional 

development that will lead to improved student achievement. 

VI. Final Commission Recommendation  

The Commission recommends funding at the Department of Education for professional development 

centered on statewide strategic initiatives. 

Example areas where statewide professional development could be beneficial include the new common 

core GPS training and support for under-performing educators.  The Math/Science mentors program is 

an example of professional development funded as a statewide strategic initiative.   

The Commission recommends including school-level administrators in the professional learning formula.  

Principals could use the additional professional development as they transition from teaching positions 

into school leadership. The Subcommittee discussed and rejected the idea of adding central office 

personnel into the formula. 

The Commission also recommends that the Department of Education work with the Professional 

Standards Commission to recommend new category-level expenditure controls to ensure that the state 

funds are being used for the most appropriate purposes and to align professional learning with results in 

improved student achievement. 

The Commission recommends phasing in funding for these changes as follows: 

FY 2013 

1.0 % of staff salaries distributed to LEAs (no change) 

0.01% of staff salaries distributed to DOE to seed funding to restructure professional learning 

FY 2014 

1.0 % of staff salaries, including school-level administrators, distributed to LEAs 

0.15 % of staff salaries distributed to DOE for strategic initiatives  

FY 2015 

0.9 % of staff salaries distributed to LEAs 

0.25% of staff salaries distributed to DOE for strategic initiatives 
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I. Issue – Central Administration 
In FY 2013, prior to austerity reductions, local school systems earned more than $238 million in QBE 

funds, including training and experience, for central administration personnel and operations. However, 

more than $147 million of these earnings were for school psychologists, school social workers, and 

special education specialists, which do not provide typical central administration services. 

 II. Executive Summary  
The State Education Finance Study Commission adopted the recommendation at its September 19, 2012 

meeting to eliminate Central Administration Operations funding over a three-year period and redirect 

the funds to technology. The Commission also recommended exempting the smallest ten percent of 

school systems from the redirection. At the same meeting, the Commission voted to divide the current 

QBE category of Indirect Instruction - Central Administration into a new Indirect Instruction - Student 

Services category. 

 III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
Central administration is currently funded under QBE Indirect Instruction and includes earnings for 

superintendents, assistant superintendents, district secretaries, district accountants, school 

psychologists, school social workers, special education specialists, and operations.  

Each local school system earns the beginning salaries of one superintendent, one secretary, and one 

district accountant. Based on Georgia law, earnings for assistant superintendent salaries are based upon 

a system’s FTE student count as follows:  

 1 – 4,999 FTEs: 2 assistant superintendents  

 5,001 – 10,000 FTEs: 4 assistant superintendents 

 10,001+ FTEs: 8 assistant superintendents1. 
 

Although Georgia law provides for eight assistant superintendents in school systems with more than 

10,000 FTEs, the number was reduced in FY 2003 to provide funds for a maximum of six assistant 

superintendents.   

In addition to funds for personnel, each school system earns $15.39 per FTE for Central Administration 

Operations. In FY 2013, local school systems earned more than $25.5 million in Central Administration 

Operations funds, prior to austerity reductions.  

Table 1. FY 2013 Pre-Austerity Central Administration Earnings 

Central Administration Personnel FY 2013 Earnings (no T&E) T&E 
Superintendent $9,486,007 $20,271,442 
Asst. Superintendent $29,406,622 
Secretary  $2,840,821 $0 
Accountant $4,240,175 

                                                           
1
 OCGA §20-2-186(a) 
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School Psych, Social Work, Special Ed Specialist $98,215,479 $48,829,965 
Operations $25,501,334 $0 
Total  $169,690,438 $69,101,407 

 

Based on the current chart of accounts, reporting of central administration expenditures is inconsistent 

among the local districts. Some systems appear to expend significantly more per FTE in central 

administration than others because their reported expenditures include things like charter schools and 

historical payments for retirement. There is also no distinction of fund type between the expenditures 

reported.  

 IV. Additional Considerations  
Prior to a joint subcommittee meeting on August 28, 2012 with the Foundational Formula 

Subcommittee, the Support Services Subcommittee voted to recommend eliminating funding ratios for 

central administration personnel and to fund central administration as a proportion of overhead. The 

Subcommittee also voted to recommend reducing current central administration earnings by 25 

percent, holding harmless the smallest ten percent of school districts.  

Upon further analysis, it was determined that the initial recommendation could have a disproportionate 

impact on small school systems. After further analysis, an alternative recommendation was adopted at 

the joint subcommittee meeting. The alternative and final Commission recommendation captures the 

original intent of the Support Services Subcommittee of reducing administration funding, while 

spreading the impact more evenly across all systems.  

To calculate an overhead proportion for central administration, staff divided the overhead expenses of 

central administration by the total cost of direct labor. Using this calculation and pre-austerity earnings, 

staff determined that in FY 2013, central administration is currently about a 1.15% proportion of 

overhead. Under the initial 25% reduction recommendation, central administration would be about a 

0.87% of overhead.  Under the final Commission recommendation, which eliminates central 

administration operations earnings, the new proportion of overhead is still less than 1% at about 0.83%.  

V. Final Commission Recommendations 
The State Education Finance Study Commission recommends that school psychologists, school social 

workers, and special education specialists be transferred from the category of Indirect Instruction - 

Central Administration to a new category of Indirect Instruction – Student Services. Separating these 

three positions would better align the two categories with the levels of service each provides. Student 

service positions perform more duties at the school level than the traditional central administration 

positions, which perform more district-wide duties. Based upon this recommendation, the following 

personnel earnings would be included in the new Indirect Instruction- Central Administration category: 

superintendents, assistant superintendents, secretaries, and accountants.  

The Commission further recommends that all operations earnings be eliminated from central 

administration and that these funds be redirected to fund classroom technology.  Based on the 
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realigned Central Administration earnings discussed above, this $25.5 million would represent about a 

27 percent reduction of total FY 2013 central administration earnings. The Commission also 

recommends that the smallest 10 percent of school systems, by FTE count, be held harmless for the 

eliminated operations funds. A hold harmless provision would save those 18 systems a total of about 

$184,000. Furthermore, it is recommended that central administration personnel continue to be funded 

at the current ratios.  

The Commission recommends phasing out operations funding over three fiscal years between FY 2014 

and FY 2016. Under this recommendation, school systems would earn $9.85 per FTE in FY 2014, $5.98 

per FTE in FY 2015, and $0 per FTE beginning in FY 2016 for central administration operations. These 

funds will be redirected to classroom technology as previously discussed. 

The Commission further recommends that the Department of Education work with the State Accounting 

Office to develop an updated chart of accounts that aligns with actual expenditures. 
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I. Issue – School Counselors 
In FY 2013, local school systems earned more than $141.5 million in QBE funds for school counselors, 

with an additional $70.5 million for training and experience, prior to austerity reductions.  

II. Executive Summary  
By a unanimous vote at its September 19, 2012 meeting, the State Education Finance Study Commission 

adopted recommendations to fund school counselors at a ratio of 1:450 for all programs. The 

Commission further recommended that those FTEs that do not currently generate school counselor 

earnings be included in the new ratio and phased in over a three-year period. Other school counselor 

recommendations adopted by the Commission at the meeting include providing counselors with the 

necessary data and training needed to access the Longitudinal Data System (LDS) data and to consider 

implementing a comprehensive school counseling program.  

III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
School systems currently earn funds for school counselors under the Direct Instruction category of QBE. 

Funds are generated by students in elementary school, middle school, high school, and alternative 

education based on various funding ratios:  

● Elementary: 1:462 

● Middle: 1:624 

● High: 1:400  

● Alternative Education: 1:100.  
 

Currently, no funds are generated for FTEs in special education, gifted, remedial or ESOL programs.  

IV. Final Commission Recommendations 
The Commission recommends that school counselors be funded at a ratio of 1:450 for all programs. 

Included in this recommendation is the addition of FTEs in special education, gifted, remedial and ESOL 

programs to those students who generate school counselor earnings.  

The Commission recommends that the changes be phased in over a three year period between FY 2014 

and FY 2016 for a total addition of about $19.9 million.  

Table 1. Phase In of Counselor Ratios 

Fiscal Year 2014 2015 2016 

Ratio  1:450 1:450 1:450 

Programs 
Generating 
Funds 

Elementary, Middle, 
High, and Alternative 

Ed 

Elementary, Middle, High, 
Alternative Ed, ESOL, and 

Special Ed 

Elementary, Middle, High, 
Alternative Ed, ESOL, Special Ed, 

Gifted, and Remedial Ed. 

Required Funds  $(868,000) $11.1 M $9.6 M 
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The Commission also recommends that DOE work to expand school counselor access to the LDS data 

and training that is already provided to other school staff.  

The Commission further recommends that the state consider implementing a comprehensive school 

counseling program to fully utilize its school counselors.  
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I. Issue – School Psychologists and Social Workers 
In FY 2013, prior to austerity reductions, local school systems earned more than $44 million in QBE 

funds, including training and experience, for school psychologists. An additional $44 million, including 

training and experience, was earned for school social workers, pre-austerity.  

 II. Executive Summary  
At its September 19, 2012 meeting, the State Education Finance Study Commission unanimously voted 

to adopt recommendations to fund school psychologists at a ratio of 1:2,420 beginning in FY 2016, and 

to continue funding school social workers at the current ratio of 1:2,475. The Commission also 

recommended that the Department of Education coordinate with Community Service Boards (CSBs), 

local school systems, Regional Educational Service Agencies (RESAs), and other relevant service 

providers to study various aspects of common service delivery.  

III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
School systems currently earn funds for school psychologists and school social workers under Indirect 

Instruction - Central Administration. However, school psychologists and social workers generally provide 

services at the school level, rather than the district-wide level.  

Both school psychologists and social workers are funded based on a 1:2,475 ratio. In FY 2013, local 

school systems earned about $29.4 million for 669 school psychologist positions, with an additional 

$14.6 million earned in training and experience for those positions. School systems earned an identical 

amount for 669 school social worker positions. Neither of these totals account for austerity reductions. 

In FY 2011, school systems earned 667 school psychologist positions for 1,650,981 FTEs. Based on an 

Open Georgia personnel count for the same fiscal year, 147 local systems employed a total of 769 school 

psychologists. In addition to those employed by local school systems, RESAs employed eight school 

psychologists during FY 2011. This data demonstrates that local systems are providing a sizable amount 

of local funds for additional school psychologist positions.  

Following the same Open Georgia data for FY 2011, 137 local systems employed 547 school social 

workers, despite earning QBE funds for 667 social workers. RESAs employed an additional two social 

workers in FY 2011. This data suggests that school systems are redirecting funds earned for social 

workers to cover other expenses or offset austerity reductions.  

Expenditure controls for school psychologists and social workers have been waived through the 2014-

2015 school year.  

IV. Additional Considerations  
Federal IDEA law requires that all states provide a free appropriate public education to all children 

residing in the state between the ages of 3 and 21, including children with disabilities. States receive 

federal funds to assist in the provision of these special education services. Once a child has been 

referred for an evaluation by a parent or student support team to determine whether he or she has a 

disability, the initial evaluation must be completed within 60 days after parental consent is obtained. 
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The initial evaluation must include procedures to determine if the child has a disability and, if so, the 

child’s education needs. Local systems use school psychologists to conduct the evaluation of students 

for disabilities.  

Some RESAs and Community Service Boards (CSBs) may provide services similar to those provided by 

school psychologists and social workers. The development of a universal release form could allow 

services to be provided across many state platforms in a more efficient manner. Furthermore, some 

changes to state law could allow some of these services to be eligible for Medicaid coverage. More 

analysis would be required to determine the feasibility of these options.   

The Support Services Subcommittee also considered funding school psychologists at a preferred ratio of 

1:2,350 which would require about $1.6 million in additional funds, plus training and experience 

adjustments. This recommendation was tabled by the State Education Finance Study Commission at its 

September 19, 2012 meeting.  

V. Final Commission Recommendations 
The State Education Finance Study Commission recommends that school psychologists, school social 

workers, and special education specialists be transferred from the category of Indirect Instruction - 

Central Administration to a new category of Indirect Instruction – Student Services. Separating these 

three positions would better align the two categories with the levels of service each provides. Student 

service positions perform more duties at the school level than the traditional central administration 

positions, which perform more district-wide duties.  

School Psychologists 

The Commission recommends that school psychologists be funded at a ratio of 1:2,420 and that 

implementation be delayed until FY 2016. Funding school psychologists at a ratio of 1:2,420 would 

require about $673,000 in additional funds, plus any additional training and experience adjustments. 

The Commission further recommends that funding for school psychologists be revisited in three years.  

School Social Workers 

Related to school social workers, the Commission finds that the funds being allocated for these positions 

are being expended in other areas, thereby diminishing financial support for these important services. 

The Commission recommends continuing funding social workers at their current ratio of 1:2,475.  

Coordination of Services  

The Commission recommends that the Department of Education coordinate with CSBs, LEAs, RESAs, and 

other relevant department heads and service providers to look into the following, and make any  
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changes necessary to implement such findings:  

● Training and delivery of services;  

● Administrative processes, including the use of a universal release form;  

● Certification and licensing; and  

● Available sources of funding for provision of services, including Medicaid.  
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I. Issue – School Speech-Language Pathologists 
Speech-Language Pathologists are currently funded under special education Categories I and III, with the 

largest portion being funded under Category III.  

II. Executive Summary  
At its September 19, 2012 meeting, the State Education Finance Study Commission unanimously 

adopted a recommendation to further study the current structure and funding of special education 

services in Georgia.  

III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
In FY 2012, there were more than 179,000 special education students in Georgia; more than 85,000 of 

those students required some level of speech-language services.  

There is currently no funding formula for speech-language pathologists (SLPs) in the QBE formula. 

Speech-language services are primarily funded under special education Categories I and III for students 

with a speech-language impairment. Additional funding for speech-language services is earned based on 

the number of students that qualify for special education supplemental speech funds.  

Category I, which earns $5,781 in direct instruction funds per FTE, includes students with a self-

contained speech-language impairment. Category III includes students with a resourced speech-

language impairment and earns $9,042 in direct instruction funds per FTE.  

A student will qualify for supplemental speech funds if he or she receives at least four segments of non-

speech special education services in a single category, and also receives speech services for less than 

half of a segment. For each of those minority speech segments, $502 in supplemental speech funds will 

be earned. This is equal to one-third of the direct instruction funding within a full Category III segment.  

Unlike students and teachers in a traditional classroom, SLPs might only provide services to a student 

once or twice a week, rather than on a daily basis. The current single-day count funding method does 

not capture all of the different students to which an SLP provides services over the course of a week. In 

order to maximize the number of FTE earnings, many SLP weekly schedules are disproportionate, with a 

heavy service load on the day of the FTE count. This practice causes schedules to be created with the 

goal of obtaining maximum funding rather than the best interest of the students.  

IV. Additional Considerations  
Federal IDEA law requires that all states provide a free appropriate public education to all children 

residing in the state between the ages of 3 and 21, including children with disabilities. States receive 

federal funds to assist in the provision of these special education services. Once a child has been 

referred for an evaluation by a parent or student support team to determine whether he or she has a 

disability, the initial evaluation must be completed within sixty days after parental consent is obtained. 

The initial evaluation must include procedures to determine if the child has a disability and, if so, the 

child’s education needs. Local systems use school psychologists to conduct the evaluation of students 
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for disabilities. Some SLPs may provide Individualized Education Program (IEP) management for those 

students with more severe speech-language problems.  

In the practice of speech-language pathology there are two different ways to count services provided, 

caseload and workload. The caseload approach is based only on the number of students served. The 

workload approach counts the number of students served plus the additional responsibilities an SLP may 

have. Georgia Department of Education rules set a maximum caseload limit of 55 students for speech-

language pathologists.2  

The Support Services Subcommittee previously considered using a daily average FTE count over the 

course of a week to adjust the funding weights for Speech-Language Pathologists. After several meetings 

with SLPs and the Special Education Division of the Department of Education, it was determined that 

there are several single-day service providers that could benefit from an alternative method of counting 

FTEs for funding purposes. It was also determined that funding only one type of student differently from 

the other could result in more students being double counted.  

In addition to QBE FTE counts, federal IDEA law requires that special education students be counted and 

reported. There is a separate method for counting the same students for federal reporting purposes. 

This requires that special education providers conduct two separate student counts.  

V. Final Commission Recommendations 
The Commission recognizes that, given multiple reauthorizations of the federal IDEA law and changes in 

the nature of special education service delivery, special education has changed since the 

implementation of the current funding methods. The Commission recommends that further study is 

needed to align current practices and the needs of students with funding for speech-language 

pathologists and all other categories of special education.   

 

The Commission recommends the creation of a study committee, independent of the legal mandate of 

the State Education Finance Study Commission, to address these issues and develop an alternative 

method of funding K - 12 special education services in Georgia. The study committee should consider 

items including, although not limited to, the following: the use of a weekly-average count for single-day 

service providers, reclassification of special education programs, and recalculation of funding weights 

for special education categories.  
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I. Issue – Media Services 
In FY 2013, local school systems earned more than $188 million, including training and experience, for 

Media Personnel and more than $23 million for Media Materials, prior to austerity reductions.  

II. Executive Summary  
By a unanimous vote at the September 19, 2012 meeting, the State Education Finance Study 

Commission approved recommendations to fund media specialists at a ratio of 1:675 in all programs, 

and to create and fund a new media clerk position at a ratio of 1:950. At the same meeting, the 

Commission also adopted recommendations to restore funding for the SIRS database subscription 

through GALILEO.  

III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
Georgia law requires that program weights include sufficient funds to pay for the beginning salary for at 

least one media specialist for an appropriate base size school and to provide media center materials and 

equipment as essential to support authorized instructional programs.3 Additionally, State Board of 

Education rules require that a school system provide no less than half-time services of a media specialist 

for each school that is less than base size, and provide adult supervision in the media center for the 

entire instructional day in all schools.4 

Each school system currently earns a media specialist at varied ratios, which are based on the FTEs in a 

statutory base size school. The current media specialists funding ratios are as follows:  

 Grades K-5: 1:450 

 Grades 6-8: 1:624 

 Grades 9-12: 1:970 

 Special Ed, Gifted, Remedial, ESOL and Alternative Ed: 1:624. 

 

In FY 2013, based on the current funding ratios, local school systems earned more than $126 million for 

2,870 media specialist positions plus an additional $62.7 million in training and experience for those 

positions, prior to austerity reductions. Based on the 2012 media specialist data provided by the 

Department of Education, there are slightly more than 2,200 full-time and part-time media specialists 

serving in Georgia schools.                                                              

 

Some systems utilize local funds to provide media support staff, which includes clerks, paraprofessionals 

and secretaries. Other systems use parent volunteers to assist with these services.  Generally, a high 

school diploma is required for media support staff. The media support staff duties typically include 

helping to process, circulate, and shelve materials; assisting and monitoring students in the library; and 

helping with record-keeping, inventory support, equipment maintenance and repairs. As there is no 

state funding formula for these positions, their existence varies by system.  

                                                           
3
 OCGA §20-2-184 

4
 Rule 160-5-1-.22 
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Local school systems also earn a specific amount per FTE under QBE Media Services for media materials. 

The amount earned by each FTE is set in the state budget. In FY 2003, the amount was reduced to $9.77, 

which is half of the $19.54 per FTE earned previously. In FY 2007, per FTE earnings were increased to 

$13.03, restoring one-third of the FY 2003 reduction. The current amount was set in FY 2008 when the 

amount earned per FTE in kindergarten through fifth grade was increased to $15.31, while maintaining 

the $13.03 amount for all other FTEs.  

Expenditure controls for media service earnings have been waived until 2015.  

In addition to funds earned for media materials through QBE, the state also pays for access to 

subscriptions and databases through GALILEIO, which are available for use by all systems. These funds 

are currently appropriated in DOE’s curriculum budget. Prior to FY 2013, the state retained a 

subscription in GALILEO to the SIRS Issues and Discovery Researcher programs through the Department 

of Education for use by all school systems. In FY 2013, funding for the SIRS Discovery subscription, which 

serves elementary and middle school students, was eliminated and the subscription was discontinued. 

Funding for the SIRS Issue subscription was retained in FY 2013 to provide services to high school 

students. Under the current pricing plan, a subscription for both SIRS subscriptions would cost the state 

$199,879, $106,790 of which would restore the state’s SIRS Discovery subscription.  

IV. Other States 
Unlike Georgia, many states account for media support positions in addition to providing funds for 

media specialists.  

Mississippi and Texas recognize three levels of media personnel staffing: Acceptable, Recognized, and 

Exemplary, each earning more positions than the last. At the Acceptable level in Mississippi, a school 

with 351 to 2,100 students will earn either one or two media specialists, and between one-half and two 

support staff positions. Similarly, at the Acceptable level, schools in Texas will earn between one media 

specialist and one-half support staff for schools of 500 students or less, up to two media specialists and 

two support staff in schools with more than 2,000 students.  

All South Carolina schools earn between one media specialist and one support staff for schools of 500 

students or less, and up to three media specialists and support staff positions for schools with more than 

2,000 students.  

Virginia and Tennessee provided different ratios for elementary and secondary schools. In Virginia, 

elementary schools up to 299 students earn at least one-half of a media specialist position; schools with 

more than 300 students earn a full media specialist. Elementary schools in Virginia do not earn support 

staff positions. Similar to elementary schools, secondary schools with more than 300 students will earn 

one media specialist position; however, schools above 1,000 students will earn two media specialist 

positions. Secondary schools in Virginia will also earn a support staff position for each 750 students. In 

Tennessee, earnings for grades kindergarten through eighth earn between one-half of a media specialist 

up to one media specialist and one support staff position. At the high school level, schools in Tennessee 
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can earn between one-half and two media specialists, with an additional media specialist for every 750 

students above 1,500.  

V. Final Commission Recommendations 
The State Education Finance Study Commission recommends that the use of varied funding ratios for 

media specialists be eliminated and that all programs be funded at a ratio of 1:675. To alleviate the 

problems some schools face due to short staffing in media centers, the Commission recommends that a 

media clerk position be included in the media personnel funding formula. The noncertificated media 

clerk position would earn an hourly minimum wage for 40 hours a week, 37 weeks per year. The 

Commission further recommends that media clerks be funded at a 1:950 ratio.  

In FY 2014, an addition of about $488,000 would be necessary to fund both media specialists and media 

clerks under the new ratios. However, the formula could generate a lower amount of earnings for 

training and experience depending on whether local systems choose to supplement state funds and 

maintain their current number of media specialists. Should a system choose to do so, the state will still 

be responsible for payment of training and experience earnings.  

The Commission also recommends that $106,790 be provided to DOE to restore the state’s subscription 

to SIRS Discovery for the elementary and middle school levels. Furthermore, the Commission 

recommends that funds continue to be provided to maintain the state’s subscription to SIRS Issues at 

the high school level.  
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I. Issue – School Nutrition 
In FY 2013, local school systems earned more than $22 million in state funds as a supplement for federal 

school nutrition funds.  

II. Executive Summary  
The State Education Finance Study Commission unanimously adopted recommendations at its 

September 19, 2012 meeting to continue funding school nutrition separately from QBE and to further 

study simplification of the state formula for school nutrition funding. 

III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
Georgia law requires that state funds appropriated for a state-wide lunch program be used to 

supplement federal funds as a means of keeping sale prices within reach of paying students and 

maximizing participation and quality meals for all students.5 Authorized payments include the following: 

operating costs of school lunchrooms, breakfast costs, state supplements to salaries paid by locals, and 

state incentive pay for satisfactory completion of training programs. These funds are currently provided 

to local school systems as a grant that is separate from QBE earnings.  

Local school boards must adopt a staffing formula for non-managerial school nutrition personnel that 

will be used to determine the number of lunch positions necessary to plan, prepare, and serve meals in 

their districts. The formula adopted in each system must provide for a minimum of 10.6 meals per labor 

hour on a system-wide basis per position, or a total of 84.8 per school nutrition FTE. Local school boards 

must also establish the salary schedule for school food and nutrition personnel with the earned base 

payments used to finance this salary schedule.  

State funds, which are paid over a twelve-month period, are earned to provide ten months of services 

by school food and nutrition personnel. Earnings are based on the number of FTE school lunch positions 

that are needed to plan, prepare, and serve meals in each local system, multiplied by an annual base 

payment. The base payment is calculated on the basis of 1,520 hours in an annual school year per school 

lunch FTE, multiplied by an amount not less than $161 per twelve months. Any future increases in the 

base payment must reflect the same percentage increases provided by the state for all other state 

funded positions. Each year the State Board of Education establishes a state performance standard 

which is used to allot state school lunch appropriations. The current performance standard is a 

minimum production of 85 lunches during eight hours of work by a school nutrition FTE.  

School food managers receive an additional amount, not to exceed $100 per month. Currently, school 

food managers receive an additional amount of $400 per year in state funds.  

In FY 2012, the average number of lunches served was 210,571,314. The average daily number of 

lunches served was 1,169,841.  

                                                           
5
 OCGA 20-2-187 
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States receive federal National School Lunch Program (NSLP) funds, which fund a majority of school 

lunch costs. In FY 2013, Georgia received almost $575 million for K-12 lunches in NSLP funds. The 

current NSLP reimbursement rates for school lunches are $2.86 for free lunches, $2.46 for reduced-price 

lunches, and $0.27 for paid lunches.6 There is a maintenance of effort requirement to receive National 

School Lunch Program funds.  

IV. Additional Considerations  
Georgia currently has the third highest lunch participation rate for all public school students in the 

nation at 74.15%. The average lunch participation rate among SREB states is 64.41%, with the national 

average even lower at 59.67%.  

V. Final Commission Recommendations 
The Commission recommends that no reduction be made to state funding for school nutrition and that 

such funding continue to be earned separately from QBE funding.  

The Commission also recommends coordination among the necessary parties to consider a 

simplification of the current school nutrition state funding formula.  
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 http://www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/lunch/AboutLunch/NSLPFactSheet.pdf  

http://www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/lunch/AboutLunch/NSLPFactSheet.pdf


State Education Finance Study Commission 
Issue: Capital Outlay 

48 

 

I. Issue – Capital Outlay 
As stated in the Official Code of Georgia (OCGA 20-2-260(a)), the purpose of the state’s capital outlay 

program is to assure that every public school student is housed in a facility that is structurally sound, 

well maintained and has adequate space and equipment to meet each student’s instructional needs. 

State capital outlay funds may be used for new construction projects needed due to enrollment growth; 

to renovate, modernize or replace facilities that have become obsolete or unsafe; to provide new 

additions to existing facilities or relocation of existing facilities; and to consolidate facilities. 

II. Executive Summary  
By unanimous vote at their August 25, 2011 meeting, the State Education Finance Study Commission 

approved recommendations to modify and improve the state’s current capital outlay program.  The 

recommendations included shifting entitlement earnings for the Exceptional Growth program to the 

Regular program. The recommendation also includes tightening requirements for the Advance Funding 

program and creating opportunities for more school systems to participate in the Low-Wealth program. 

Other recommendations include codifying the process whereby the Department may expedite funding 

to schools impacted by fire or a natural disaster, modifying how SPLOST funds are shared by 

independent school systems which are contained within county school systems, and finally removing 

outdated and problematic language in Georgia code that impacts the capital outlay program. Note: HB 

760 made changes to the Capital Outlay program as recommended by the Commission and was enacted 

by the General Assembly during the 2012 Legislative Session.  The Constitutional Amendment that would 

modify SPLOST allocations and the enabling legislation, HR 1150 and HB 896, did not receive final 

approval. 

 III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
Each year the state provides funds to local school systems through bonds for school construction, 

renovations, modifications and additions. The amount of funds provided annually depends on the 

projects requested by school systems and the funding level chosen by the General Assembly. For Fiscal 

Year 2012, 30 school systems received $185.9 million for capital outlay. The K-12 capital outlay program 

is outlined in state law – OCGA 20-2-260 through OCGA 20-2-262.  

 

The law requires all school systems to complete a facilities survey and plan every five years. The facility 

survey includes student population growth analysis, an assessment of existing facilities within the 

system, and recommendations for improvements, expansion, modernization, safety and energy 

retrofitting. This survey becomes the basis for the system’s five year facility plan which is a prioritized 

list of proposed projects that are eligible for state capital outlay funds. Each of the 180 systems’ eligible 

need is summed to determine the total statewide need. Every system’s need is then divided by the total 

statewide need to determine the system ratio. Each year, school systems earn entitlements for capital 

projects based on their needs as identified in the facilities plan. The specific amount of funding a school 

system may earn is based upon 1) the needs of a school system in relation to the total needs of the 

state, and 2) the entitlement level funded by the General Assembly. Entitlements are like credits to 
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school systems and not an actual appropriation. Once a school system has accrued enough credits to 

move forward with a project, they will apply to the state for funding. 

 

There are five specific grant programs that the state provides funding for: Regular, Exceptional Growth, 

Advance Funding, Low-Wealth, as well as funding for Mergers. The law specifies that the state must 

provide funding for these programs in the priority of Regular, Exceptional Growth and Advance. Low-

Wealth funding is in a separate code section and is not included in the priority order. A brief explanation 

of each program is as follows: 

 

Regular – The Regular grant is the original capital outlay program first created by the General Assembly 

in 1977 and first funded in FY 1981 – although the entitlement level has been increased since the 

program was first created. All school systems are eligible to participate and benefit from this grant 

program. Each year, systems with enough entitlements make an application to the Department of 

Education for funding. When the Governor makes his budget recommendations to the General 

Assembly each January, he also includes a recommended level of entitlement funding for the Regular 

capital outlay program. The entitlement levels are $200 million, $160 million, $120 million and $80 

million. The recommended funding level is not the actual appropriation, but rather the amount of 

entitlements or credits the state is authorizing for school systems to earn for that year. The actual 

appropriation is based on the number of systems that are ready to move forward with a project and the 

amount of entitlement funds they earn at each level. Most years, the General Assembly funds the full 

$200 million Regular entitlement level.  

 

Advance Funding – The Advance Funding program works like a long-term no interest loan program and 

provides an “advancement” on future entitlement earnings if the amount of funds requested in a 

system’s facility plan exceeds the system’s entitlement earnings for at least three years at the $200 

million entitlement level plus all accumulated regular funds. Systems that receive this funding cannot 

submit an application under the Regular program until the state funds advanced to them have been 

repaid from entitlement earnings. Sunset language was added into this code section when it was first 

passed by the General Assembly. The sunset has been extended several times without a review of the 

program to determine if it is meeting its goals. This program will sunset on June 30, 2015. 

 

Exceptional Growth – This grant was created in 1994 to address concerns that the regular program was 

not providing enough support for systems with rapidly increasing student populations. To be eligible, a 

school system must experience growth of 65 or more students and a growth rate of 1.5% or more over 

the system’s previous average (three-year rolling average). Funding may only be used for new 

construction or additions. Growth funding may not be used for renovations or modifications. Like the 

Regular program, this grant program has various entitlement levels that the General Assembly may fund 

each year. The entitlement levels are $100 million, $80 million, $60 million and $40 million. Sunset 

language was added into this code section when it was first passed by the General Assembly. The sunset 

has been extended several times without a review of the program to determine if it is meeting its goals. 

This program will sunset on June 30, 2015. 
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Low-Wealth – A final capital outlay program was created in 1999 to provide for the needs of low-wealth 

systems that normally would have to wait years to accumulate enough entitlements for a project. To be 

eligible for a Low-Wealth project a system must:  1) be less than 75% of the state average on property 

wealth per student, 2) be less than 75% of the state average on sales tax wealth per student, 3) be less 

than 75% of the state average on per capita income wealth per student, 4) have a minimum operating 

levy that represents a minimum of 60% of the amount generated by 20 mills, 5) must have an existing 

special purpose local sales tax or bonded indebtedness, and 6) must have at least one year of payments 

remaining on advance funding. The state provides up to 92% of the funding for eligible costs. A system 

may receive 95% of funding if they choose a state-approved prototype. Sunset language was added into 

this code section when it was first passed by the General Assembly. The sunset has been extended 

several times without a review of the program to determine if it is meeting its goals. This program will 

sunset on June 30, 2015. 

 

Merger – The state also provides funding for school systems which would like to merge with other 

systems. This program was last utilized about 20 years ago.  

 

The state’s capital outlay program requires a local match. The match may vary from 8% to 20% of the 

eligible cost of a project based on a system’s wealth. To determine how much a local system is required 

to pay, the state considers each system’s property and sales tax wealth per FTE as it relates to the state 

average.  Systems may receive a 2% discount if the system chooses a state approved prototype for their 

project – lowering the local match rate for some systems down to 6%. However, no system has taken 

advantage of this incentive to date. 

 

In addition to the required match, systems are responsible for any cost not covered by the state’s 

program to include land acquisition and site preparation, and expenses related to athletic programs, etc. 

School systems are also responsible for any costs that exceed the reimbursement rate set by the State 

Board of Education. In most cases, the square footage reimbursement rate the state provides is lower 

than the actual cost of construction. When these factors are considered, the local effort in a project is 

considerably more than the required match. 

IV. Other States 
 

Other states’ support for capital outlay varies widely both in terms of the types of assistance that they 

provide and in the level of funding. While each state’s program is unique, there a few generalizations 

that can be made about the support provided to local school systems. 

 

No Support – According to a report published by the 21st Century School Fund, there are 11 states that 

do not provide assistance to local school systems for capital outlay (Indiana, Louisiana, Michigan, 

Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Virginia, and Wisconsin). While 

Mississippi has a capital outlay program, it has not been funded since 2003 due to the downturn in the 

economy. The remaining states do provide some form of assistance as detailed below. 
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Flat Grant – Some states provide a flat per FTE amount for capital outlay. These funds are sometimes 

included in cash as part of a state’s basic funding formula. A drawback of the flat rate is that it does not 

consider a local school system’s ability to raise revenue.  

Competitive Grant/First-Come First Served – Some state provide funds to districts on a competitive 

basis. Districts still must meet certain criteria to apply.  

Prioritized Grants – Most states have one or more capital outlay programs that provide funding based 

on certain priorities. These typically include funding to relieve overcrowding, funding based on building 

condition and age, and funding based on district wealth ranking.  

States that do not have a comprehensive capital outlay program may be vulnerable to lawsuits. In fact, 

there have been lawsuits in several states to address inequities in capital outlay funding. According to 

the Education Commission of the States, lawsuits in Arizona, New Mexico, Ohio and Wyoming by low-

wealth systems have resulted in new capital outlay program that provide more resources for poor 

systems.  

V. Alternatives for Consideration 
The Commission worked the Department of Education to review the key elements of the state’s Capital 

Outlay program. After review, the Commission determined that the four main programs were not 

meeting their stated purpose effectively and that revisions were needed.  

 

According to the Department of Education, the statewide needs assessment for K-12 projects eligible for 

state funding is $2 billion. When the total local need is considered, this figure increases to $8 billion. 

With the funding for the Regular program capped at $200 million, the program is not able to meet the 

needs of systems in a timely manner. 

 

The Exceptional Growth program was designed to assist fast growth systems that were growing by 65 

students and 1.5% or more. When the program was first created, the state did not have the capability of 

updating a system’s enrollment growth annually and systems were locked into their growth projections 

for several years. Currently, student population is updated annually and growth is considered each year 

in the Regular program as well. In addition, the number of school systems that are eligible for the 

growth program has declined over time from 50 in FY 2002 to 18 in FY 2013. There are a number of large 

school systems that continue to experience high enrollment growth, but can no longer meet the 1.5% 

threshold.  

 

The Regular Advance program was designed to assist small, poor systems in order to fund projects for 

which it would otherwise take them many years to accumulate sufficient entitlement earnings. 

However, a review of the recent program history reveals that there are a number of larger and wealthier 

systems qualifying for projects under this grant. 

 

The criteria for the Low-Wealth program are so stringent that there are a number of poor systems that 

should be eligible for the program but are not. One of the biggest issues is that in order to be eligible for 
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a Low-Wealth project, a system must already be in Regular Advance funding. However, systems that are 

truly poor often cannot afford to have two projects ongoing at the same time. 

 

While other states’ processes for funding capital outlay were reviewed, it was determined that few 

states, if any, provide support to local systems to the extent that Georgia does. Rather than look to 

other states for possible solutions, it was determined that it would be best to simply make 

improvements to the current programs and make adjustments where the programs were no longer 

working. 

 

VI. Final Commission Recommendation  

The Commission recommends making the following changes to the four capital outlay programs: 

 

 Regular – Increase the maximum entitlement level to $300 million by phasing out the 

Exceptional Growth program. This change will benefit most school systems and help them 

address their facility needs faster. 

 

 Exceptional Growth – Phase out the Exceptional Growth program. Allow previously accumulated 

Growth entitlements to be used with Regular starting in FY 2014. Enrollment projections are 

updated yearly and growth is already accounted for in the Regular program.  

 

 Regular Advance – Tighten eligibility by increasing the requirement of being three years away 

from earning enough entitlements for a project to five years.  This will ensure that program is 

helping smaller systems that need the support. 

 

 Low Wealth – Current requirements are so restrictive that many systems that are truly low-

wealth are unable to qualify. The Commission recommends striking the requirement that 

systems have a project in Regular Advance to qualify for a Low-Wealth project. The Commission 

also recommends deleting the requirement that a system must be less than 75% of the state 

average on property tax wealth per FTE, sales tax wealth per FTE and per capita income. Instead, 

in order to be eligible a system must be at the bottom 25% of systems in terms of sales tax and 

property tax per FTE. Systems may also apply for a specific low-wealth project if they are in the 

lowest 25% of SPLOST revenue. Systems applying for a low-wealth project must agree to use 

prototypical specifications (i.e., design/space requirements). Finally systems must levy a 

minimum of 12 effective mills in order to qualify for the program. The current local match would 

still be required, but in order to incentivize effort, the state would reduce the required match by 

1% for each mill levied above 12.  

 

The Commission also recommends other technical changes to the Capital Outlay Program: 

 

 The state provides funding for schools damaged by natural disaster, but the school must wait 

until the next budget cycle to apply for a project even though they may need funds sooner. The 
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Commission recommends that the Department of Education be allowed to redirect funds on 

bonds that are already sold to provide immediate aid (already allowed with approval of GSFIC 

and OPB). The school system would then apply for state funding in the next budget cycle and 

would “pay back” the funds advanced to them by DOE.  The Commission recommends that this 

process be codified. 

 The Commission also recommends striking language in Code that is obsolete or problematic: 

o Delete language in OCGA 20-2-260 (k.1) requiring non-binding referendum on facility 

closure. 

o Delete language in OCGA 20-2-260 (p) relating to the expired Incentive Advance Funding 

program. 

o Delete language relating to debt service credit and local credit in OCGA 20-2-260(b)(2) 

and OCGA 20-2-260(g)(4). Underutilized since systems have SPLOST. 

 Counties with more than one school system (city) determine SPLOST distribution by 1) prorating 

funds based on FTEs or 2) as determined through an agreement. The Commission recommends 

that the distribution simply be prorated based on FTE. This change will require a constitutional 

amendment. 
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I. Issue – Equalization 
Equalization is the second largest grant the state provides to school systems outside of QBE.  The grants 

are earned by 3/4 of school systems with the goal of equalizing the funding gap between higher-wealth 

and lower-wealth school systems. The current formula is in need of review to determine if the grant is 

meeting its intended purpose or if revisions are needed.  

II. Executive Summary 
The Commission voted at its January 24, 2012 meeting to modify the Equalization formula and to pursue 

these changes during the 2012 Legislative Session. The Commission approved changing the benchmark 

used for the formula from the 75th percentile to a modified statewide average. The Commission also 

recommended requiring a minimum millage rate of 12 mills to participate. This provision would not be 

effective until July 1, 2015. Note:  This recommendation was enacted in HB 824 during the 2012 

Legislative Session. The General Assembly made one minor change to the Commission recommendation: 

the 12 mill minimum required for Equalization will be gradually increased to 14 mills by July 1, 2019. The 

modified formula is in effect for FY 2013, however additional funding is still required to fully implement 

the new formula. 

III. Current Situation/Practice/Funding Method 
Equalization Grants provide additional aid to school systems above the core QBE formula earnings and 

are appropriated to narrow the gap between systems in terms of wealth per pupil. Each year 134 of the 

180 systems receive an equalization grant. The amount of the grant received each year is determined by 

a system’s property tax wealth per weighted FTE (WFTE) in relation to the benchmark system and effort 

in terms of a school system’s millage. 

 

There are two key components to Equalization – wealth rankings and earnings each system receives 

based on their taxing effort. System property tax wealth and rank is determined based on the most 

recent equalized tax digest (less exemptions) divided by the average weighted FTE for that system in the 

year of the digest.  School systems are then ranked from highest to lowest based on the amount their 

tax digest generates per weighted FTE. This is how the state determines who is eligible for an 

Equalization grant. The school system that is the 75 percentile (or number 46 in the wealth rankings) 

becomes the benchmark. The benchmark system and those wealthier do not receive an equalization 

grant. The systems that fall below are eligible for an Equalization grant. Here is an example – for FY 2012 

the digest for Greene County, which has the highest wealth ranking, generated $748 per mill/per WFTE 

in wealth compared to the benchmark system of Quitman which generated $176 per mill/per WFTE in 

wealth. Pelham City, the lowest ranked system, only generates $24 per mill/per WFTE.  

 

The actual earnings a system will receive for Equalization is based on the wealth gap between each 

system and the benchmark and the amount of effort a system puts into generating local funds via their 

effective mills. Each system will receive a grant that equals the wealth difference from the benchmark 

times the number of eligible mills times the weighted FTE. This is what makes Equalization a “reward for 

effort program”. 
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History – Equalization was first funded in FY 1987 at a cost of $84 million. When the program was first 

created, the state equalized to the 90th percentile but only recognized 3 mills. In FY 1990 the state 

recognized an extra .25 mills – for a total of 3.25 mills. HB 1187 in 2000 made several revisions that 

changed the program significantly. First, the number of systems that received the grant was reduced by 

changing the benchmark system from the 90th percentile to the 75th percentile. This change was phased 

in over a five year period beginning in FY 2001. Second, the state began to recognize a system’s full 

taxing effort – up to 15 mills. (The state does not recognize the 5 mills that are required for Local Five 

Mill Share or any mills above 20.)  In addition, the legislation also provided that Equalization would 

become a reward for effort program – with a system’s grant being determined by its effective millage. 

Finally, a mid-term adjustment was provided for systems that increased their millage.  

  

 
 
 

 

In recent years, the amount of funds that Equalization has earned according to the current formula has 

exceeded the state’s ability to pay for the full grant. Since FY 2010, the state has funded the grant at 

$436 million – despite earnings that exceed well over $600 million. In FY 2012, Equalization earnings 

were $641 million. Actual appropriations were 68% of earnings. For FY 2013, Equalization earnings grew 

by an additional $191 million to $832 million - the highest earnings have ever been. With the current 

appropriation cap of $436 million, the grant will only be 52% funded in FY 2013 if no changes are made 

to the formula. Not fully funding the formula has lead to a proration in formula earnings without any 
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regard given to the wealth rankings – meaning the poorest system will still receive the same percentage 

of the grant as systems that rank higher in wealth.  

 
 

 

IV. Alternatives for Consideration 
 The Commission focused on addressing three main objectives as it relates to Equalization: 

 

o Sustainability – Since FY 2010 and continuing through FY 2013, the formula has generated far 

more than the state has been able to pay. In its review, the Commission studied ways to 

make funding the formula in full more attainable for the state. 

o Predictability – Equalization earnings are not predictable. Drastic fluctuations in earnings can 

negatively impact both state and local budgets. While each system will naturally fluctuate in 

wealth rankings each year, equalizing to the 75th percentile (an arbitrary benchmark) 

exacerbates the problem. The Commission reviewed options that would produce more stable 

formula earnings such as equalizing to the statewide average or some derivative thereof. 

o Ensure that grant meets objectives – The current situation of capping the grant has 

disproportionately impacted smaller, poorer systems. The Commission wanted to ensure that 

the state’s limited resources make it to the school systems that need it the most. 

 

Before settling on final recommendations to the full Commission, the State and Local Partnership/Equity 

Subcommittee reviewed a number of alternatives for modifying the Equalization formula. They included: 
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 Equalizing to the statewide average - The subcommittee considered scenarios where the 

formula would equalize to the statewide average or a derivative thereof – i.e., removing outlier 

school systems based on wealth from the statewide average calculation. The subcommittee 

found this option to be favorable. More information is provided below. 

 Requiring a minimum millage for participation – The subcommittee considered the impact of 

requiring school systems that are eligible for equalization to levy a minimum millage (or 

equivalent for school systems with a Local Option Sales Tax) for participation. The subcommittee 

found this option to be favorable. More information is provided below. 

 Limiting the number of mills the state will equalize – The subcommittee studied and rejected 

various scenarios of limiting the number of mills that the state will equalize. Setting a floor 

number of mills that the state will equalize (i.e., start equalizing at 12 mills) would cause all 

systems to lose funding for mills that they equalize between 6 and 12. This would also 

disproportionately impact systems with lower millage rates.  Capping the number of mills the 

state would equalize (i.e., cap mills at 18 instead of 20) would disproportionately impact those 

systems with higher millage rates and would contradict the “reward for effort” intent of the 

Equalization grant. Equalizing to the statewide average millage impacts systems across the 

board. For these reasons, the subcommittee does not recommend any of these changes. 

However, if changes ever are needed to be made to the formula again in the future, these 

options might need to be reconsidered.  

 Add median family income requirement – The subcommittee discussed and rejected adding 

family income as a factor in determining a school system’s wealth for eligibility for Equalization 

funding. There were too many problems associated with adding that component to the formula 

including timeliness of data, further complicating the formula and the fact that income would be 

factored into the formula, yet that is not a direct source of revenue that school systems have 

access to for funding. 

V. Final Commission Recommendation  
The Commission recommends making the following changes to the Equalization grant: 
 

 Equalize to the statewide average less outliers - Equalizing to the 75th percentile has long been 

considered an arbitrary benchmark that should be replaced by the statewide average. However, 

there is great variation in wealth between school systems and those at the very top and bottom 

of the rankings skew the average. The Commission recommends continuing to rank school 

systems by wealth, but then remove the top and bottom 5% of systems (a total of 18 systems) 

from the averaging calculation. The tax digest for the remaining systems would be divided by 

the weighted FTEs of the remaining systems to determine the new statewide average. This 

modified statewide average would be the new guaranteed valuation the state would equalize 

to. The resulting number is a much more realistic statewide average wealth. The bottom 5% of 

school systems would only be excluded from the average calculation, but would still be eligible 

for equalization earnings. For FY 2013, the proposed formula calculation generates $492 million 

in formula earnings compared to $832 million generated by the current formula. 
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 Require a minimum millage for participation - Effective July 1, 2015 school systems that are 

eligible for Equalization would be required to have a minimum millage rate in order to earn 

Equalization funding. The Commission recommends a minimum of 12 mills or the equivalent for 

school systems that have a Local Option Sales Tax. This floor of 12 mills is consistent with 

eligibility requirements for the state’s Low-Wealth Capital Outlay Program. By setting a delayed 

implementation date of July 1, 2015, school systems that are eligible for Equalization will have 

adequate time to adjust their millage accordingly. Currently, there is only one school system 

that is eligible for Equalization that would need to increase their millage to be eligible. 

 

The Commission applied the proposed averaging technique to the last several years of Equalization data 

and found its earnings to be much more predictable and more attainable for the state to fund than the 

current formula as shown in Chart 3.  

 

 

 

The Commission believes that the proposed changes meet the objectives of creating a formula that is 

more sustainable, predictable and directs resources to school systems at the bottom of the wealth 

rankings that need it the most. While the proposed formula does provide for reduced earnings for all 
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systems, those systems at the bottom of the wealth rankings would retain a higher percentage of 

earnings. It also creates a formula that is much more financially stable and predictable compared to the 

current formula. 
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I. Issue – RESAs 
Regional Educational Service Agencies, or RESAs, were established in 1966 to share services and to 

improve the effectiveness of school systems. There are 16 RESAs throughout the state serving all 180 

school systems. The mission of the RESAs is to provide the following: 

1) research-based professional learning that improves the work of educators,  

2) data-driven school improvement support that improves student achievement, 

3) locally-determined shared regional services that increase the effectiveness of school systems, and  

4) collaboration with other agencies to maximize the impact of statewide initiatives. 

 

Subcommittee 3 was interested in the shared services that the RESAs provide and how they help school 

systems achieve efficiencies. Per the request of the subcommittee, the RESAs compiled a list of services 

that they offer school systems (Table 1). This is the first time that such a list has been compiled and 

viewed from a state perspective. The RESAs identified 34 services – some offered by only a few RESAS 

and some offered by all – that help school systems achieve efficiencies and save money. For example, all 

RESAs offer professional learning, the Georgia Teacher Academy for Preparation and Pedagogy (GaTAPP) 

program and endorsement programs. These programs help school systems maintain a high quality 

workforce. Other services provided by some RESAs include 1) school board training, 2) environmental 

services (such as monitoring for asbestos, air quality, etc.), 3) cooperative purchasing and delivery, 4) 

fingerprinting/electronic background checks, and 5) grant writing and program evaluation services. 

Providing services at the RESA level helps systems save funding in personnel and contracts.  

Table 1. RESA Shared Services 

Service # RESAs Offering # Systems Served 

Professional Learning 16 180 

Alternative Certification (GaTAPP) 16 180 

Endorsement Programs 16 180 

GNETS Program Management 10 92 

Data Analysis 9 99 

Low Incidence Special Education Services 8 61 

Cooperative Purchasing 8 134 

Audio Visual /Computer Repair 8 68 

Local Board Training 7 82 

Environmental Services / Asbestos Inspection 5 42 

Technology Services 4 56 

Grant Evaluation Services 4 44 

Grant Writing / Proposal Development 4 50 

Printing, Copying, Laminating Services 4 37 

Electronic Background Checks 3 40 



State Education Finance Study Commission 
Issue: RESAs 

61 

 

Environmental Services 3 44 

Audiological Services 2 26 

Records Management 2 15 

Salary Study 2 84 

Teacher Recruitment Services 2 28 

Psychological Services 1 13 

Special Education Director Services 1 1 

Administrative Services 1 14 

Science Teacher Specialist / Grand Bay Wetlands 1 12 

After School Program Operation 1 3 

Youth Apprenticeship Program 1 4 

Education Career Partnership 1 8 

Safe and Drug Free Schools Program 1 17 

Playground and Campus Safety Inspections 1 14 

Reading Assessment Testing 1 10 

Medicaid Billing Service 1 10 

Early College Program 1 2 

Compliance Service 1 36 

RTI Universal Screening Tool 1 60 

 
 

II. Final Commission Recommendations  

Each RESA provides services based on the needs of its member systems, so not every service identified 

in the inventory is available in all systems. However, the hope is that having this inventory of services 

that could be provided will encourage school systems and their RESAs to maximize resources by adding 

services already identified in this inventory and to seek out new ways that RESAs can assist.  

The Commission recommends that the RESAs continue to work with staff over the coming months to 

identify any additional services or tasks that RESAs could perform that could help school systems save 

funding and resources. 

 

Back to Contents 

 

 

 



State Education Finance Study Commission 
Issue: Residential Treatment Centers 

62 

 

I. Issue – Residential Treatment Centers 
There are currently 22 Residential Treatment Centers (RTCs) throughout the state with on-site education 

services that serve over 1,000 children annually. These children are primarily in foster care or under the 

supervision of the Division of Family and Children Services. Many have been neglected or abused, have 

behavioral health issues, have had many foster care placements and are typically behind academically. 

During the 2006 Legislative Session, the General Assembly passed SB 618. This legislation provided that 

these students would earn QBE funding as well as additional grant funding to help offset any local 

education costs. While this funding stream has helped the centers, problems remain. They include the 

following:  

1) Like QBE, these students are only counted twice a year, however this population of students 

fluctuates within each center throughout the year.  

2) These students have unique needs, but do not have their own QBE program/weight.  

3) Many of these children do not have an Individualized Education Program (IEP) although most 

would likely be eligible.  

4) The grant funds have not been sufficient to meet the program cost and budget reductions have 

exacerbated the issue.  

The RTCs would like a funding solution that could include creating a new QBE category, addressing the 

IEP requirement, or sufficiently funding the grant program.  

 

II. Final Commission Recommendations  

The Commission recommends that staff continue to work with the Residential Treatment Centers over 

the coming months to examine all funding streams available to the RTCs and to develop 

recommendations for a funding solution by the 2013 Legislative Session. 

 

Back to Contents 

 



State Education Finance Study Commission 
Issue: Title 20 and Flexibility 

63 

 

I.  Issues: Title 20 and Flexibility – Executive Summary 
The State Education Finance Study Commission has investigated ways to revise OCGA Title 20 and bring 

greater flexibility to local school systems.  The Commission identified code sections under Title 20 that 

could either be repealed or revised.  Additionally, the Commission recommends two topics for further 

study: a repeal and replacement of the 65% Rule and a new system of accountability and flexibility. 

II. Issue – Title 20 Clean-Up 
The State Education Finance Study Commission has examined ways to clean-up and update Title 20 by 

repealing code sections that are no longer needed and revising sections that need clarification.  Below is 

a summary of the first phase of recommendations that were approved by the Commission.  With the 

exception of the 65% Rule repeal (HB 705), all other recommendations received final approval of the 

General Assembly during the 2012 Legislative Session (HB 706). 

 
O.C.G.A. Recommended 

Action 
Description Notes 

20-2-5.2 Repeal Permits the chair of the State Board 
of Education (SBOE), after 
reasonable attempts at consultation 
with the State School 
Superintendent, to require 
Department of Education (DOE) 
employees to provide information or 
perform specific functions. 

This provision runs counter to the respective 
authority of the State Board and State School 
Superintendent as outlined in law.  Further, 
principles of effective board governance indicate 
that boards should refrain from the management 
of day-to-day operations. 

20-2-7 Repeal Location of State Board meetings This section provides that no action of the State 
Board shall have force and effect unless the 
meeting is held in Atlanta.  There are times in 
which it would be beneficial to hold an official 
meeting outside Atlanta, or there may be an 
emergency need.   

20-2-100 Repeal County school superintendent 
substituted for county school 
commissioner 

The office of the county school commissioner no 
longer exists and has been replaced with appointed 
school superintendents.   

20-2-103  Revise Oath of office for local 
superintendents 

This is a remnant from the time in which 
superintendents were elected.  If revised, some 
clarity should be given as to the specific oath. Local 
school systems struggle to comply with this section 
given its confusing nature.  

20-2-150 Revise Eligibility for enrollment Clarify that underage students who were enrolled 
in another country are not eligible to enroll in 
public school until age 5. 

20-2-168(f) Repeal Summer Opportunity Program Repeal section (f) to provide local school systems 
with flexibility on remediation for students who 
were retained or who failed academic subjects in 
kindergarten through the eighth grade. 
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20-2-171 Repeal (Note: 

Not approved 
by General 
Assembly) 

65% Rule Repeal because it is a burden on local school 
systems and it causes school systems to allocate 
resources based on statutory requirements, rather 
than local need.   

20-2-210(d) Amend Annual Performance Evaluation Amend to remove April 1 date; require evaluation 
to be done before extending new contract. 

20-2-212.3 Repeal Requires the SBOE to identify local 
schools and systems where there is 
an insufficient supply of qualified 
teachers in math, science, special 
education, or foreign language, and 
to request funds from the General 
Assembly to pay such teachers an 
additional step on the salary 
schedule. 

This statute is no longer necessary due to the 
passage and funding of HB 280 (2009 Legislative 
Session) which provides additional compensation 
for certified math and science teachers. 

20-2-212.4 Repeal Provides for a five percent salary 
increase for teachers who have 
acquired rights to continued 
employment (tenure) and whose 
students achieve a “significant 
increase” in average scores on state 
tests. 

The goals of this program are being upheld through 
Georgia’s Race to the Top implementation.  
Further, funding has not been appropriated for this 
program’s implementation.  

20-2-213 Repeal Career Ladder Program The Career Ladder Program was designed to allow 
teachers who demonstrate excellence to receive 
additional supplements or compensation.  The 
goals of this program are being upheld through 
Georgia’s Race to the Top implementation.  
Further, funding has not been appropriated for this 
program’s implementation. 

20-2-231 Repeal Georgia Leadership Academy The DOE and the Georgia Leadership Institute for 
School Improvement provide leadership 
development opportunities through various 
programs that make this program obsolete.  
Funding has not been appropriated for this 
program in ten years. 

20-2-232 Repeal Requires submission of 3-year 
professional development plan to 
State Board 

The requirements of this code section duplicate 
requirements of school improvement initiatives, 
federal Title I requirements, and requirements for 
local board of education development.   

20-2-240 (b) Repeal Authorizes the State Board of 
Education, after reasonable 
attempts at consultation with the 
State School Superintendent, to 
organize the DOE. 

This provision runs counter to the respective 
authority of the State Board and State School 
Superintendent as outlined in law.  Further, 
principles of effective board governance indicate 
that boards should refrain from the management 
of day-to-day operations. 

20-2-251 Repeal Demonstration Programs Demonstration program grants provided school 
districts an opportunity to operate innovatively and 
creatively.  The goals of this program are 
encompassed in the laws that created IE2

 
and 

charter school systems, making this program 
obsolete. 
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20-2-252 Repeal Entire section on “electronic 

technology.” 
Language is outdated.  The duties of this code 
section are independently undertaken by local 
school systems and the State Board without need 
for statutory direction.  Further, many of the 
requirements of the statute can be addressed in 
rules by the State Board of Education. 

20-2-253 Repeal Achievement grants 20-14-37 and 38 allow financial awards for 
achievement. 

20-2-254 Repeal Educational Research This code section duplicates the authority already 
provided by law. 

20-2-285.1 Repeal 3rd grade CRCT assessments in 
2003-2004 

Applied only to a specific group and is no longer 
needed. 

20-2-303 Repeal State Board to determine need for 
Educational TV Programming 

Prior to the creation of the Georgia Public 
Broadcasting Corporation, educational television 
and public broadcasting was under the authority of 
the State Board of Education.  The duties outlined 
in this code section are performed by Georgia 
Public Broadcasting and Public Broadcasting 
Atlanta. 

20-2-312 Repeal State Program for middle school 
children for non-school hours.  
Requires the DOE, in consultation 
with the Georgia School Age Care 
Association, to provide a program 
for middle school children during 
non-school hours. 

A variety of other state and federal programs, such 
as 21

st
 Century Community Learning Centers, 

accomplish the goals of this program.  Further, 
funding for this program has not been appropriated 
for many years. 

20-2-500,1,2 
(a) (b) 

Repeal State Board Authority over 
Procurement 

Repeal sections (a) and (b) of 500 and repeal 501 
and 502.  The State Board has not exercised this 
authority and such decisions should be at the local 
level. 

20-2-503 Repeal Purchasing educational information This code section authorizes local county school 
systems to purchase educational information, 
literature, and services.  This authority is already 
provided elsewhere in law. 

20-2-660 Repeal School Census Existing data collection requirements make this 
section obsolete.  Requires the SBOE to “take or 
have taken” a quadrennial census of school age 
children. 

20-2-690 Revise Home School Reporting Revise sections (c)(1) and (c)(6) that require local 
school systems to monitor and collect information 
such as student attendance from home school 
study programs.  This requirement could be 
transferred to the Georgia Department of 
Education to relieve local school systems of this 
mandate, which would save local school systems 
money. 

20-2-741 Repeal Student Codes of Conduct to be 
reported to DOE 

Repeal because LEAs annually revise and update 
Student Code of Conduct; consequently, it is a 
burden for LEAs to send Student Code of Conduct 
to the DOE. 

20-2-771.1 Repeal Voluntary pre-enrollment of children No apparent purpose. 
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20-2-960 Repeal DOE to prepare forms for principal's 

bonding 
Legal counsel for local school systems or bonding 
companies are in the best position to provide forms 
for the issuance of performance bonds. 

20-2-1033 Repeal Authorizes the SBOE to provide 
matching grants to local school 
systems (subject to appropriation) 
for the “implementation, support, 
and expansion of education 
partnership activities.” 

The goal of this program is accomplished primarily 
through local partnerships between school systems 
and community partners.  Further, funding for this 
program has not been appropriated for many 
years. 

20-2-1183 Revise Electronic Communication Devices; 
Prohibits the use of any personal 
electronic communication device 
during classroom instructional time. 

Revise to allow LEAs the authority to allow 
electronic devices for instruction. 

 
In addition to the previous recommendations listed above, the Commission has continued to look for 
ways to clean-up and simplify Title 20.  Below is a summary of additional changes that the Commission 
has approved and will pursue with legislation during the 2013 Legislative Session. 
 

O.C.G.A. Recommended 
Action 

Description Notes 

20-2-60 Repeal Consolidation of schools Remove the "center of district" requirement. 

20-2-73 Revise Hearings to remove local boards of 
education 

Allow the State Board of Education more time (not 
less than 10 days and not more than 90 days) to 
conduct a hearing, thereby providing Board 
members more time for a review of accrediting 
agency reports and other information.  

20-2-110 Repeal Superintendents in Courthouses Remove requirement. 

20-2-184.1 Revise Instructional Extension Revise section (a) to allow local school systems 
more flexibility on how to use the “20 additional 
days” funding to address the academic needs of 
low-performing students. 

20-2-211(d) Revise Notification of vacancies in certified 
positions to DOE 

The proliferation of technology renders this 
provision unnecessary and outdated. 

20-2-230 Revise Training for Local Units of 
Administration Board members 

Limit code section to Local Education Agencies 
rather than Local Units of Administration.  This 
would help eliminate the confusion regarding 
Regional Educational Service Agency Board 
members. 

20-2-290 Repeal Middle School Program Definition Roughly 95% of systems already meet this 
definition and generate the additional funding.  
Compliance also results in considerable overhead 
at local systems and DOE.  The recommendation is 
to remove this section but only in conjunction with 
proper funding in QBE. 
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20-2-2062(2) Revise Charter Petitioner Revise definition of “charter petitioner” to clarify 

that because a charter for a local charter school is a 
three-party agreement between a charter 
petitioner, local board of education, and the State 
Board of Education, the charter petitioner who 
enters into the charter is a third party other than 
the local board of education. 

20-2-2063.1 Revise Charter Advisory Committee (CAC) Revise section (d)(1) to change the language to 
reflect the CAC’s roles and responsibilities. 
Suggested language is: Make recommendations to 
the state board of approval or denial on each 
charter system petition and shall specify the 
reasons for such recommendations. 

20-2-2064(d) Revise Charter School Petition Process Revise section (d) to allow local school boards more 
time to review charter petitions. It is recommended 
that local school boards have 90 days instead of 60 
days to review charter petitions. 

20-2-
2065(b)(7) 

Revise Clarification of Audit Requirements Revise section (b)(7) that requires all charter 
schools to have an independent annual audit.  This 
is unworkable for most conversion charter schools. 

20-2-2068.2 Revise Facilities Fund for Charter Schools Revise section (c)(5) of this statute. Revise 
requirement that charter schools must enter into a 
long-term lease of five years or more in order to 
receive facilities grants by shortening the lease 
term to three years. 

 

III. Issue – 65% Rule 
As previously mentioned, the Commission’s prior recommendation to repeal the 65% Rule did not 

receive final approval by the 2012 General Assembly.  The Commission continues to be interested in 

finding an alternative solution for repealing the 65% Rule, and would like to explore an option to replace 

the rule with a penalty for excessive central office spending.  Under this proposal, systems that spend 

more than a defined metric would receive a QBE grant deduction, or some other penalty to be 

determined.  This compromise would address the intention of the 65% Rule to focus funds on the 

classroom, but would allow for greater district flexibility.  The Commission recommends further study of 

this and other options throughout the fall, with the goal of introducing legislation during the 2013 

Legislative Session. 

IV. Issue – Flexibility and Accountability 
Several flexibility options for systems currently exist, including IE2, Charter Systems, and the new 

Strategic School Systems (SSS) approach.  The Commission is interested in streamlining these options 

into one system of accountability.  The current option being explored involves creating levels of 

accountability.  The plan begins with the current traditional QBE funding model and adds additional 

higher levels of flexibility.  Systems may choose to advance to higher levels of accountability and gain 
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additional flexibility as they are ready.  The Commission recommends further study of this option, with 

the goal introducing legislation during the 2013 Legislative Session. 

V. Final Recommendations  

The State Education Finance Study Commission recommends the following: 

 

 Approve all changes to Title 20, as outlined in Section II, 

 Endorse the continued study of an option to repeal the 65% Rule and replace with a penalty for 

excessive central office spending, as discussed in Section III, and 

 Endorse the continued study of an option to create accountability levels, as discussed in Section 

IV. 

 

The Commission believes that these changes will pave the way for greater school system flexibility.  
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